



The White Rabbit put on his spectacles. "Where shall I begin, please 
your Majesty?" he asked.  
"Begin at the beginning," the King said, very gravely, "and go on till 
you come to the end: then stop."  
Excerpt from Alice in Wonderland, 
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Coherence in written discourse is a complex concept, involving both text-based and 
reader-based features. A reader-based theory of coherence asserts that a text alone 
cannot establish a standard understanding of coherence. There is disagreement 
among text-based theories regarding which features contribute more to coherence of 
a text, which indicates that a reader-based theory of coherence is likely to apply to an 
EFL context, where students’ writings are assessed. Therefore, this study 
investigated what coherence features the Turkish EFL teachers at the Department of 
Basic English (DBE) at Middle East Technical University (METU) consider while 
assessing student essays and the extent to which the teachers have a similar 
conception of coherence. The results of such a study were intended to form the basis 
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of a discussion towards establishing a more standard specification of the term 
“coherence” at DBE, METU. Data were gathered through a survey administered to 
59 teachers, who were asked to holistically rank-order six sample argumentative 
student essays in terms of coherence, and six interviews, specifying the coherence 
criteria the teachers employed. The findings suggested a low degree of agreement 
among the teachers in terms of their judgments of coherence and revealed that the 
teachers differed in their judgments mainly because they gave priority to either local 
or global coherence features. The results also revealed inconsistencies within 
individual raters in their application of the same coherence criterion. Ultimately, 
validating a reader-based theory of coherence in an EFL context, the findings implied 
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Yazili metinde anlam bütünlüğü (bağdaşıklık), dilbilimci çevrelerde, üzerinde fikir 
birliğine varılamamış bir kavramdır. Bağdaşıklığa, iki ayrı yorum getirilmektedir: 
metine dayalı bağdaşıklık ve okuyucuya dayalı bağdaşıklık anlayışı. Okuyucuya 
bağlı bağdaşıklık teorisi, metnin kendisinin tek başına, tüm okuyucular için standart 
bir anlam bütünlüğünü garantileyemeyeceğini iddia eder. Metine bağlı bağdaşıklık 
teorileri arasında hangi metinsel elemanların bağdaşıklığa daha çok katkısı olduğuna 
dair bir fikir uyuşmazlığı hakimdir; bu durum da okuyucuya dayalı bağdaşıklık 
teorisini destekler görünmektedir. Bu çalışma, bu varsayımın, öğrencilerin 
kompozisyonlarının notlandırıldığı, yabancı dil olarak İngilizce (EFL) eğitim veren 
kurumlarda da geçerli olup olmadığını araştırmayı amaçlamıştır. Bu amaca dayalı 
olarak, çalışma şu iki araştırma sorusuna yanıt aramıştır: 1) Ortadoğu Teknik 
Üniversitesi (ODTÜ), Temel İngilizce Birimi (TİB)’ndeki İngilizce okutmanları, 
öğrencilerin tartışma türü kompozisyonlarını değerlendirirken, hangi bağdaşıklık 
 vi 
özelliklerini göz önünde bulunduruyorlar?, 2) Okutmanların bağdaşıklık anlayışları 
ne derece birbirine benzemektedir? Böyle bir araştırmanın sonuçlarının, TİB’de 
öğrenci kompozisyonları notlamalarının daha standard bir hale gelmesine yardımcı 
olacak tartışmalara kaynaklık etmesi amaçlanmıştır. Çalışmada kullanılan veri, 59 
okutmana uygulanmış, katılımcıların 6 örnek öğrenci kompozisyonunu bağdaşıklık 
açısından bütünsel bir yaklaşımla en iyiden en kötüye sıralamalarını gerektiren bir 
anket ile, okutmanların bağdaşıklık kriterlerini belirlemek amacıyla 6 ayrı kişiyle 
görüşme yoluyla elde edilmiştir. Bulgular, okutmanlar arasında standardizasyonun 
düşük olduğunu ve fikir ayrılıklarının temelde, bağdaşıklık yargılarına varırken genel 
ve yerel bağdaşıklık özelliklerinden birisine diğerinden daha fazla önem 
verilmesinden kaynaklandığını, göstermektedir. Dahası, katılımcıların bireysel olarak 
da, aynı bağdaşıklık kriterini farklı kompozisyonlara uygulamada tutarsızlık 
gösterdikleri gözlemlenmiştir. Sonuç olarak, okuyucuya dayalı bağdaşıklık teorisinin 
geçerliliğini destekleyen bulgular, metine dayalı bağdaşıklık anlayışıyla 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
Introduction 
 Coherence in written discourse is a complex concept. First, the function of 
coherence is interpreted in different ways. Second, the concept of coherence involves 
several features ranging from textual to extra-textual elements. Concerning textual 
elements, various theorists, practitioners and textbooks often focus on one dimension 
of coherent texts at the expense of the other dimensions (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996). As 
for extra-textual elements, it is argued that readers’ world knowledge and knowledge 
of rhetorical structures largely determine their judgments of coherence.  
Given the possible differences among various readers’ judgments of 
coherence, this study attempts to gain an understanding of the range of coherence 
conceptions of English language instructors in an English as a Foreign Language 
(EFL) context. More specifically, first, this study aims to investigate which 
coherence features the teachers in the preparatory school of an English-medium 
university, the Department of Basic English (DBE) at Middle East Technical 
University (METU), Turkey, take into consideration when assessing students’ 
papers. Given the diversity of opinions on the textual contributors to coherence, any 
institution aiming to teach writing has to specify their definition of coherence for the 
sake of standardization across the institution in question (Goller, 2001). Hence, the 
secondary purpose of this study is to investigate to what extent teachers in one EFL 
context agree on their understandings of coherence. The results of such a study are 
intended to form the basis of a discussion towards establishing a standard 




Background of the Study 
Proficiency in academic writing is an essential part of becoming initiated into 
academic discourse communities at English-medium universities (Silva & Matsuda, 
2002). Academic writing is characterized by certain standards, among which 
presenting one’s ideas in a coherent manner is essential to academic success. In 
English-medium universities, non-native speakers of English are often said to fail to 
write coherently; this problem of incoherent writing, involving poor structuring and 
presentation of ideas, is argued to impede comprehension more seriously than errors 
with discreet grammatical and lexical items (Lukmani, 1989). Despite the agreement 
on the idea that incoherent writing is a significant problem among non-native 
speakers, there has been a lack of consensus on how readers interpret a text as 
coherent in the field of English language teaching (ELT), as well as in linguistics 
(Grabe & Kaplan, 1996).  
Coherence is traditionally equated with cohesion, which can be defined as 
“the way certain words or grammatical features of a sentence can connect that 
sentence to its predecessors or successors in a text” (Hoey, 1991: 3). According to 
this traditional view of coherence, it is assumed that the linguistic signals of cohesion 
(e.g., conjunctions, references) can help readers establish the interpretation intended 
by the writer.  
The traditional approach, which divorces the text from its communicative 
environment, has been criticized by those adopting a discourse-based approach to 
coherence. The discourse-based approach asserts that the role of textual features, 
including cohesive devices, must be examined within the communicative 
environment (i.e., the discourse) in which a text occurs (Nunan, 1999). The theorists 
or practitioners with a discourse-based approach to coherence vary in terms of the 
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emphasis they put on various textual features that contribute to coherence of a text 
Those textual features range from global to local coherence features (Grabe & 
Kaplan, 1996).  
As opposed to these two text-based interpretations of coherence, over the last 
two decades, the cognitive theory of discourse has argued that explicit realization of 
semantic relations alone cannot be an indication of coherence of a text. Thus, a 
reader-based theory of coherence claims that coherence is what readers judge to be 
meaningful and that the reader forms a coherent mental representation of the text 
through the process of inferencing (Lee, 2002). Accordingly, the extent to which a 
text coheres depends on the mental picture that a reader constructs of the text on the 
basis of his/her situational, or content, schema (i.e., world knowledge) and formal 
schema (i.e., knowledge of rhetorical structures) (Carrell, 1982). This interpretation 
of text suggests that no text can ensure one standard interpretation of coherence since 
none can present explicitly all the necessary background information and 
assumptions that the text is based on (Kintsch & McNamara, 1996).  
 The diversity of opinions about which factors contribute to the coherence of a 
text among the text-based theories of coherence seems to justify a reader-based 
theory of coherence. A reader-based theory of coherence claims that readers’ formal 
schema plays an important role in how coherent a text appears. Parallel with this 
viewpoint, the text-based theories which stress the importance of certain textual 
elements as contributing factors to coherence over other elements seem to display a 
variety of formal schema. On the basis of the assumption that a reader-based 
interpretation of coherence is applicable to any context, I approach this study with 
the presupposition that there is not a pre-established definition of coherence in the 
Department of Basic English (DBE), METU. In other words, this study is based on 
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the premise that a shared understanding of coherence is taken for granted in DBE. 
However, Grabe and Kaplan (1996) imply that a theory of coherence must be 
constructed so that one’s definition of good writing can be specified. Therefore, I 
intend to investigate the extent to which teachers share the same judgment of 
coherence in a particular EFL context. Such an investigation can be a first step 
towards the construction of a standard theory of coherence to be applied for a more 
reliable means of assessment.  
The only means of interpreting a reader’s understanding of coherence is to 
employ the text-based descriptions of coherence. Therefore, this study utilizes the 
descriptions of coherence features in the text-based theories as a framework for 
analyzing, categorizing, and interpreting the participant readers’ perceptions of 
coherence.   
Statement of the Problem 
Leki (2002) criticizes the fact that most research into second language (L2) 
writing has centred upon how best to teach writing. She argues that this research 
question remains “premature” (p. 61) because before teaching writing, it is necessary 
to understand what characterizes good writing. What can be inferred from Leki’s 
comment is that before designing a method to teach coherent writing, a definition of 
coherence should be specified in a given EFL context. Accordingly, on the grounds 
that no agreement has been reached on what renders a text coherent, a survey on how 
EFL teachers in an English for Academic Purposes (EAP) context perceive 
coherence in writing seems to make sense.  
A considerable amount of empirical research has been conducted on what 
textual features native-speakers of English perceive to contribute to a text’s 
coherence (Ferstl & Von Cramon, 2001; Hancox & Smith, 2001; Moxey & Sanford, 
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1995; Noordman & Sanders, 2000; Trabasso, Soyoung, & Payton, 1995; Traxler & 
Gernschbacher, 1995), how to teach coherence (Johns, 1989; Lee, 2002), and the 
typical coherence breakdowns in non-native speakers' writings (Desmond, Susheela, 
& Wu, 1999; Govindasamy, 1994; Pilus, 1996). There is evidence in the literature 
that native-speaker English language teachers vary in their judgments of good 
writing (Brown, 1991; Leki, 2001). However, few studies have investigated EFL 
teachers’ perceptions of coherence, one of the criteria for good writing. In her 
research conducted in an EFL context, Wong (1998) found that most raters said that 
they rely on their own perceptions of coherence, whether they were asked to rate a 
text holistically or against some given criteria. Wong’s finding is the impetus for this 
study, which aims to specify EFL teachers’ criteria of coherence in assessing student 
essays.  
   In my teaching situation, one of our major goals is to help students prepare 
for the demands of academic writing. To meet this goal, writing is a skill we assess. 
Coherence is not a stated component of our exam checklist, but certain text-based 
features of coherence are indicated such as “connectedness maintained through 
repetition, rephrasing or referencing” (see Appendix A for the exam rating scale used 
at DBE, METU in the academic year 2002-2003). 
The procedure for grading student papers is that two instructors teaching the 
same level of English mark the exam papers separately and then compare their 
grades and negotiate to decide on a final grade. However, teachers are often observed 
to give grades that are very different from each other. The prevalence of this problem 
demonstrates that individual teachers do not interpret the rating scale in the same 
way. The discrepancy may be partially due to a lack of a standard understanding of 
coherent writing. Since no research has been conducted on the teachers’ perceptions 
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of any aspect of good writing in my institution before, the survey that I will conduct 
may help identify some specific points of discrepancy among the teachers.  
Research Questions 
This study aims to address the following research questions:  
1. Which features of coherence do the teachers consider in assessing student 
writings? 
2. To what extent are teachers’ overall perceptions of coherent writing similar to 
each other? 
Significance of the Problem 
Williams (1998) argues that writing assessment is often “chaotic and 
unprincipled” (p. 258). He urges that research be conducted to identify the source of 
discrepancy among teachers of a particular institution and that a standard set of 
criteria arise out of discussions among the teachers on the basis of the research 
results. The study that I will conduct may reveal disparity among DBE teachers in 
terms of their sense of coherence. Then, the research can be used as a starting point 
for a project towards establishment of a standard definition of coherence at DBE 
since standardization is essential to fair assessment of student writings (Williams, 
1998). Furthermore, if the research results demonstrate that the teachers use vague 
terms to define coherence, the text-based features of coherence I will specify in my 
survey may be adopted or adapted for the pre-established uniform definition of 
coherence by DBE, METU.  
If the results reveal that there is discrepancy among teachers in terms of their 
understandings of coherence, then it is likely to indicate a need for replication of the 
study in various EFL institutions of similar nature to that of DBE, which would 
facilitate the discussions towards standardization within those institutions.  
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
Introduction 
This research study investigated what features of coherence the instructors at 
the Department of Basic English (DBE), Middle East Technical University (METU) 
consider when assessing student writings and the extent to which they agree on their 
judgments of coherence in written text.  
 This chapter reviews the literature on coherence. The chapter consists of five 
sections. The first section presents the evidence that there is little agreement on what 
makes good writing in academic communities, which indicates the probability of 
disagreement on what makes a written text coherent. The second section briefly 
reviews the three main theories of coherence, which are expanded on in the 
following sections. The third section is the summary of a traditional conception of 
coherence. The fourth section focuses on the discourse-based perceptions of 
coherence under the subcategories of local and global coherence features. The local 
coherence features are further classified as topical structure analysis, given-new 
information structure, and nominalization. The global coherence features are 
subdivided into global coherence between clauses and sentences, and global 
coherence between larger segments of discourse. The fifth section introduces the 
reader-based theory of coherence, which forms the basis of this research study. The 
reader-based theory is examined under two subheadings: the effect of situational 
knowledge and the effect of the knowledge of rhetorical structures. The chapter 
concludes with a brief synthesis of the literature review, which relates it to the 
underlying reasons for conducting this study.  
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What Makes Good Academic Writing 
Leki (2001) criticizes the fact that ELT writing courses in EAP contexts are 
often based on the false assumption that there is a standard to features of good 
writing and that, thus, good writing can be taught and assessed in a non-discipline-
specific writing course. In fact, there is evidence that academic writing is context-
bound and that different academic communities demand different and sometimes 
even contradictory standards from student writers (Dudley-Evans, 1997; Holmes, 
1997; MacDonald, 1992, as cited in Leki, 2001). For example, regarding text 
content, Holmes (1997) found that the social sciences require students to display 
greater complexity at the beginning of an essay than at the end, whereas the opposite 
is the case in the hard sciences. As regards information structure (i.e. the focus of a 
sentence), MacDonalds (1992) identified that the expectations of disciplines vary in 
terms of what sort of information to place in the syntactic subject position of a 
sentence as the focus of that sentence.        
There has also been some research demonstrating the discrepancies between 
ELT writing teachers and faculty teachers in terms of their judgments of good 
writing. To illustrate, Brown (1991) investigated the degree to which differences 
exist in the writing assessment of English Freshman course instructors and content 
area teachers. He provided the raters with a rating scale involving the broad 
categories cohesion, content, organization, mechanics, syntax, and vocabulary and 
asked them to identify the best and worst features of the sample student essays 
referring to these categories. The results of his research revealed that the features 
assigned to essays as best and worst varied not only between faculties but also within 
faculties. Brown’s research does not specify the teachers’ perceptions of those broad 
categories; however, he concludes his data analysis with the recommendation that the 
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descriptors on the scoring scale be specified since the vagueness of these broad 
categories may be the reason for the diversity of opinions. 
Leki (2001) further specified those discrepancies between ESL writing 
teachers and content area teachers by identifying the extent to which the teachers 
have similar interpretations of the assessment criteria when assessing the same 
student essays. She asked the raters to rank order sample student essays holistically 
with no criteria specified and then interviewed them in order to identify their 
expectations of good writing. The interviews revealed that the discrepancy in rank-
ordering among the raters could be attributed to the raters’ diverse expectations of a 
student writing sample. While all the raters focused on rhetorical issues such as the 
need for a clear organization, it was only the faculty teachers who commented on the 
content, quality of information or argument in particular as affecting their 
assessment. More specifically, faculty raters expected students to assume a personal 
stance and arrive at a conclusion that asserts that stance; in contrast, writing teachers 
tended to be content with lack of a personal stance and an impersonal conclusion.  
In spite of clear evidence that there is disagreement on what constitutes good 
writing, Williams (1998) argues that a language institution cannot afford a lack of 
consensus among its raters because they are accountable for fair assessment of 
students’ writing exams. Cumming (2001) asserts that defining the construct of L2 
writing specifically is a prerequisite to the formulation of a standard understanding of 
good writing. Therefore, it would be a valuable endeavor if the individual 
components of the criteria for good writing were analyzed in terms of how they are 
interpreted by different ELT teachers.   
Coherence is an essential component of writing assessment (Lukmani, 1999). 
It is a writing component that covers a number of aspects of writing (Nunan, 1999). 
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There is evidence that ELT teachers tend to rely on their personal judgments of 
coherence regardless of the given criteria (Wong, 1998). Hence, this research 
attempts to investigate the extent to which there is a clearly-defined and shared 
construct of coherence as a means of assessing L2 writing in a particular EFL 
context. 
Coherence in Written English 
Coherence in written English has been a much debated issue in the ELT field 
as well as in various branches of linguistics. The diverse conceptions of coherence 
can be examined primarily from two points of view: text-based and reader-based.  
Text-based conceptions of coherence assume that the existence of certain 
textual features is capable of rendering a text coherent. This kind of perception of 
coherence can be classified into two categories: traditional and discourse-based. The 
adherents of discourse-based coherence theory differ from those holding the 
traditional conception of coherence in their emphasis on which textual features 
contribute to the overall coherence of a text. The different viewpoints that have 
emerged among the proponents of discourse-based coherence theory can be analyzed 
under the commonly shared broad categories of global and local coherence features, 
each of which can be further classified. Global coherence features can be studied 
under the subcategories of global coherence between clauses and sentences, and 
between larger segments of the text. Local coherence can be examined under the 
subcategories of topical structure analysis, given-new information structure, and 
nominalization. However, it should be noted that each of these categories has been 
interpreted in several ways by different theorists and practitioners.  
A reader-based conception of coherence, on the other hand, views the reader 
as the main measure for the extent to which a text can be regarded as coherent. 
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According to this view of coherence, there are mainly two variables that may affect a 
reader’s judgment of coherence: his/her knowledge of the world and his/her 
knowledge of the rhetorical structures. 
The basis for this research is a reader-based conception of coherence. This 
approach was adopted on the grounds that a reader-based theory of coherence seems 
to account for the disparity among text-based theories’ emphases on which textual 
features contribute to coherence as well. First, as was reported in the section “What 
Makes Good Writing,” and as will be reported in the section “Conceptions of 
Coherence as Internal to the Reader,” different academicians expect students to 
demonstrate different rhetorical structures; therefore, apparently, it is difficult to 
determine a set of criteria for textual coherence in writing that would apply to all 
academic settings. Second, a reader’s world knowledge may affect the way s/he 
interprets a text as coherent regardless of the existence of some of the generalized 
textual criteria for coherence in the text. Finally, as Wong (1998) discovered, 
language teachers are also inclined to depend on their personal perceptions of 
coherence of a text rather than on the criteria provided by their institutions.            
Traditional Conception of Coherence 
Coherence is traditionally considered text-based and is equated with 
cohesion, which Hoey (1991) defines as "the way certain words or grammatical 
features of a sentence can connect that sentence to its predecessors or successors in a 
text” (p.3). It is assumed that the knowledge of the linguistic signals of cohesion 
alone can help writers establish the interpretation intended by the writer (Carrell, 
1982). This belief has prevailed in the ELT field after Halliday & Hasan's Cohesion 
in English (1976), in which they provide a comprehensive taxonomy of cohesive 
devices.  
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According to Halliday and Hasan, cohesion devices include: a) reference: 
articles and other determiners in noun phrases (e.g., the, that, another, same), and 
pronouns (e.g., she, their, everyone, another); b) conjunction: devices which indicate 
the nature of meaning relations between clauses and sentences and larger discourse 
units (e.g., and, moreover, subsequently, although, as a result); c) substitution: 
devices which contribute to economy (e.g., one, ones, do so); d) ellipsis (i.e., 
omitting parts of phrases or clauses which can be understood from the context) : 
devices which contribute to economy and emphasis; and e) lexical cohesion: 
repetition of semantically related words such as near synonyms, superordinate and 
hyponym (e.g. computer is the superordinate of laptop), co-hyponyms (e.g. laptop 
and desktop), or collocation (i.e., the tendency of certain lexical items to co-occur in 
a text such as “computer” and “crash”). 
In fact, Halliday and Hasan (1976) distinguish between the terms coherence 
and cohesion. They state that coherence refers to “the consistency of register” (i.e., 
compatibility with the social context of the situation) and is supplementary to 
cohesion (p.23). Yet, they fail to provide a systematic description of coherence.  
Despite the fact that a number of research studies indicate that cohesion is 
supplementary to coherence rather than the other way around (i.e., a cohesive text is 
not necessarily coherent), (Feathers, Freebody & Anderson, Morgan & Sellner, 
Tierney & Mosenthal, as cited in Carrell,1982; Ferstl & Von Cramon, 2001; 
Noordmann & Sanders, 2000; Hancox & Smith, 2001), teaching cohesive devices in 
decontextualised, sentence-level exercises still forms the basis for how coherence is 
introduced in many coursebooks (Hogue & Oshima, 1991). To illustrate, in their 
coursebook entitled Tapestry Writing 4, Oxford and Pike-Baky (2002) state that 
coherence in an essay can be achieved by “using transitions, repeating key words and 
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ideas, and using parallel grammatical structures” (p. 158). Similarly, in their textbook 
Refining Composition Skills (5th ed.), Kozyrev, Ruetten and Smalley (2001) define 
coherence as “smooth and logical flow of ideas” (p. 294) and provide a list of 
transitions that they claim would help students write coherently. 
Discourse-based Conceptions of Coherence 
As opposed to the traditional view of coherence, a discourse-based view of 
coherence analyzes the components of a text, among which are cohesive devices, 
within the communicative environment (i.e., the discourse community) in which the 
text occurs (McCarthy, 1991). Given the fact that empirical studies have failed to 
show any significant correlations between the number of and formal correctness of 
grammatical cueing devices in texts and the coherence of those texts (Connor, 1984; 
Goller, 2001), many studies have focused on the pragmatic or contextual 
appropriateness of those grammatical cueings in their contribution to the coherence 
of a text. In doing so, they have developed an understanding of coherence that does 
not separate grammar from the context (Nunan, 1999). 
Discourse-based research studies vary in terms of the definitions of coherence 
that they have adopted. There are mainly three distinct definitions of coherence: 1) a 
text coheres to the extent that a reader is able to process the text quickly (Noordman 
& Sanders, 2000), 2) a text coheres to the extent that a reader is able to retrieve it in 
his/her memory (Kintsch & McNamara, 1996), and 3) a text coheres to the extent 
that various readers arrive at the same interpretation of the text as the writer’s 
intended meaning (Traxler & Gernsbacher, 1995). On the basis of one of those 
definitions of function of coherence, many discourse-based theorists and 
practitioners have been interested in setting up criteria for textual coherence but have 
differed in the textual features they view as more reliable measures of coherence.  
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The various discourse-based textual features of coherence can be examined 
under two main categories: features of local coherence and features of global 
coherence. Global coherence features refer to the underlying logical relations 
between segments of a text, minimally between clauses, whereas local coherence 
features refer to the linguistic markers of those underlying relations. (Grosz, Joshi, & 
Weinstein, 1995; Kintsch & McNamara, 1996).   
Local Coherence 
The Functional Sentence Perspective (FSP) Theory (Firbas, 1992) forms the 
basis of the taxonomies for establishing features of local coherence. Functional 
Sentence Perspective relies on Halliday and Hasan’s taxonomy of cohesion ties. 
However, unlike Halliday and Hasan, it not only examines the cohesive ties 
syntactically and semantically but also studies the function of these cohesive devices 
(i.e., reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction, and lexical cohesion) within the 
communicative environment, or the discourse, in which they appear (Firbas, 1992). 
Below are the most commonly referenced local features of coherence from the 
viewpoint of the Functional Sentence Perspective Theory. 
Topical structure analysis 
One of the most commonly mentioned taxonomies that the Functional 
Sentence Perspective Theory has led to is topical structure analysis by Connor and 
Farmer (1990). Topical structure analysis associates a coherent text with a text 
possessing a clear focus. It is based on the coherence criterion that the noun phrase in 
the syntactically subject position of a sentence is the focal topic of that sentence, a 
situation which Nunan (1999) calls “topicalization.” (p. 294). In other words, so as to 
be able to apply topical structure analysis on a text, the text is assumed to comply 
with the criterion of topicalization. As a measure of checking whether the text sticks 
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to the intended focus, this type of analysis studies the semantic relationships that 
exist between discourse topic and sentence topics by looking at the sequences of 
sentences and the progression through which the topics of sentences build a unity of 
meaning (Connor & Farmer, 1990).  
According to topical structure analysis, there are three possible progressions 
of sentences: parallel progression, sequential progression, and extended parallel 
progression. In parallel progression, the sentence topics, which are in the 
syntactically subject position in the sentence, are semantically identical. In other 
words, a sentence topic can be a pronoun referring to the topic of the previous 
sentence, or the hyponym of the topic of the previous sentence, or its synonym. The 
presence of parallel progression often indicates a coordinating relation between the 
two sentences; that is to say, it implies additional information on the topic. In 
sequential progression, sentence topics are always different; they are semantically 
related to the words in the object position of the previous sentence. The presence of 
sequential progression implies a subordinating relation between sentences; that is to 
say, it indicates development of the topic. In extended parallel progression, the 
writer returns to a topic mentioned in the beginning of the text. Extended parallel 
progression functions as superordinating the text, often a sign of completion of the 
development of a main idea in the text. Having empirically studied the effectiveness 
of this strategy with ESL composition students’ texts, Connor and Farmer claim that 
this method of discourse analysis is a reliable tool to measure both global and local 
coherence. After the analysis has been completed, if there appears a lack of balance 
in the number of the three progression types in a text, then it indicates a coherence 
breakdown. To be more precise, first, if the amount of sequential progression is too 
high without parallel progression in between, it may indicate that the writer has 
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diverted from the main discourse topic. Second, if the amount of sequential 
progression is too little, it may signal that the topic has been underdeveloped. Third, 
lack of extended parallel progression in the last sentence may demonstrate that the 
text fails to give a sense of completion. Connor and Farmer claim that this method of 
analysis can be applied by both teachers and students to check how coherent a text is. 
Given-new Information Structure 
Another commonly referred to taxonomy related to local coherence is the 
given-new information structure as proposed by Vande Kopple (1997). Lee (2002) 
proposes Vande Kopple’s taxonomy as a comprehensive source for checking the 
coherence of a text in terms of its given-new information structure. What Vande 
Kopple’s taxonomy adds to the topical structure analysis is the specification of 
tactics for writers to use while trying to restructure information in sentence so that 
“given” precedes “new.” He provides several structures that would enable writers to 
express given information before new information. To illustrate, inversion structures 
and passive voice allows for the placement of given information at the beginning of 
sentences; the expletive there, the what-cleft and it-cleft justify conveying new 
information before given, especially when given is obvious from the context.  
At this point, it must be noted that Vande Kopple’s interpretation of given-
new information is only one of the many other interpretations of what Halliday 
(1985) refers to as theme, or “the beginning of English sentence” (p. 38). To 
illustrate, whereas Vande Kopple concentrates on the phrase in the syntactic subject 
position of a sentence in his interpretation of theme-rheme, Eiler (1986) argues that 
fronted adverbial conjunctions (e.g., “nonetheless”) may be assigned the role of 
theme in English information structure. His assertion stems from the fact that he 
perceives theme not as given information but as the focus of a sentence. According to 
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Eiler, English allows considerable mobility in the positioning of adverbial elements 
within a sentence, and if such an element appears in the sentence-initial position, it 
must surely reflect a choice made by the writer. Martin (1997), on the other hand, 
conceives of theme as involving the whole clause when a sentence starts with a 
subordinate clause.  
Nominalization 
Martin (1997) stresses the importance of nominalization to thematize and to 
evaluate. Nominalization to thematize refers to nouns signaling rhetorical patterns 
within a text (e.g., reason, factor, effect) or abstractions for the examples provided to 
support the main idea (e.g., industrialization, schooling). Nominalization  condenses 
the information in the text and establishes the balance between general and specific 
information. Nominalization to thematize is significant in the sense that it facilitates 
prediction and summation. Nominalization to evaluate, on the other hand, refers to 
the use of adjectives or modals and reflects the writer’s interpretation of the given 
facts.  
Nunan (1999) gives the example of how to nominalize a topic sentence: 
“Good writers reflect on what they write” can be nominalized as “Reflection is a 
characteristic of good writers” (p. 294). Here, the noun “reflection” emphasizes the 
topic to be developed in the rest of the text . “A characteristic” reflects the discourse 
type, which is “definition” in this case, to be expected in the development of the 
topic. The adjective “good” is the example of nominalization to evaluate, reflecting 
the writer’s stance.   
Although nominalization is not his main concern, Vande Kopple makes a 
point regarding nominalization that seems to be closely related to Martin’s 
taxonomy. Referring to the use of adjectives, Vande Kopple asserts that the writer 
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must avoid modifying given information with unjustified adjectives. To illustrate, 
“this ambitious objective” in the syntactically subject position of a sentence 
apparently refers to an “objective” explained in the preceding sentence, but the 
reason why “the objective” is “ambitious” has not been provided anywhere before. 
Therefore, he suggests changing the phrase into a separate sentence and providing 
justification “This objective is ambitious because...” (p. 224).  
Peters (1986) uses the terms “textual devices” for nominalization to thematize 
and “evaluative devices” for nominalization to evaluate and investigates which 
device is the dominant function in academic writing as judged by academic writing 
raters (pp. 174-175). The results of her research demonstrate that nominalization to 
evaluate contributes more to the overall coherence of a text than nominalization to 
thematize.   
Global coherence 
What comprise global coherence features are the underlying relations 
between segments of a text, which enable the reader to construct the intended 
message by the writer. There are mainly two features of global coherence: 1) global 
coherence between clauses or sentences, and 2) global coherence between larger 
segments of a text, sometimes referred to as the overall organization or 
macrostructure of a text. 
Global coherence between clauses or sentences  
One comprehensive taxonomy of global coherence features is that of 
Noordman, Sanders and Spooren (1993). This taxonomy defines global coherence 
features as coherence relations. In this sense, Noordman, Sanders and Spooren 
clearly make a distinction between cohesion, the linguistic marking of coherence 
meanings, and coherence. Coherence relations are meaning relations that connect 
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two segments of a text, minimally clauses, such as cause-consequence, listing, 
problem-solution. These relations are conceptual; they are not necessarily signalled 
explicitly with linguistic markers of cohesion. Noordman, Sanders and Spooren 
(1993), and Noordman and Sanders (2000) empirically studied the effects of certain 
coherence relations between clauses and sentences on readers’ ability to construct a 
coherent representation of text. The results demonstrate that causal relations (e.g., 
because, therefore) enable readers to make a more coherent construction of text than 
listing or additive relations (e.g., furthermore, first, next). Noordman and Sanders 
(2000) attribute this situation to the common psycholinguistic argument that readers 
tend to look for causal relations for retaining meaning even when what is presented is 
additive relations. What can be inferred from this finding is that when writers 
explicitly establish the causal relations that they have in their minds, then the reader 
does not have to make inferencing that could lead to a misinterpretation of the ideas 
in the text. The findings of these two studies by Noordman, Sanders and Spooren 
(1993), and Noordman and Sanders (2000) seem to confirm the argument that U.S. 
academic context requires the use of more causal relations than additive relations 
(Kennedy & Newton, 1996). 
Global coherence between larger segments of discourse 
Global coherence between larger segments of discourse, also referred to as 
macrostructure, is the conceptual outline of a text’s main categories or functions that 
provides a pattern characteristic of and appropriate to its communicative purpose 
(Lee, 2002).  One example of macro-structure is the five-paragraph essay model 
often taught in American English classes as well as in many EFL classes. This essay 
begins with an introductory paragraph, which explains what the topic will be and 
provides background information. The introduction moves from general information 
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to more specific and presents an explicit thesis statement, which contains a main 
claim and three supporting ideas for that claim. Following this are three body 
paragraphs, each of which begins with a statement (i.e., a topic sentence) that 
supports or explains the thesis statement, and is then explained or supported in the 
rest of the paragraph. At the end of the essay is a conclusion, which sums up the 
ideas explained in the paper (Nunnaly, 1991). Pilus (1996) asserts that the presence 
of a thesis statement and topic sentences ensure the overall unity of a text and thus 
makes the text more coherent. Nunnaly sees this kind of macro-structure as a useful 
general-purpose teaching vehicle for inexperienced writers to help gain a sense of 
organization as long as students are not encouraged to perceive it “as an end in itself”  
(Nunnaly, 1991, p.70). In other words, Nunnaly emphasizes the importance of 
raising students’ awareness of the fact that there are various acceptable ways to 
organize one’s ideas in written form.  
Although the five-paragraph essay seems to offer a clear-cut rhetorical 
structure, there seem to arise some discrepancies when it comes to the specification 
of the topic development within each of these chunks called introduction, 
development and conclusion (Desmond, Susheela, & Wu, 1999; Johns & Paz, 1997; 
Leki, 2001). To illustrate, as Johns and Paz (1997) state, some regard an implicit 
thesis statement as acceptable, whereas some others consider the existence of an 
explicit thesis statement as obligatory. 
As a remedy to the problems encountered regarding the description of macro-
structure in English writing classes, Johns and Paz (1997) propose the adoption of 
the macro-structure model called “problem-solution” by Hoey (1983), arguing that it 
clearly demonstrates the underlying structure of many academic and non-academic 
texts. They assert that the strength of Hoey’s macro-structure analysis is that it shows 
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explicitly the relationships among form, content, and function within texts. Johns and 
Paz express their surprise at the fact that although this model appeared in the 1980s, 
it has not been embraced by curricula or coursebooks in ESL/EFL classes. Swales 
and Feak (1990) and Lee (2002) share the belief that Hoey’s problem-solution 
taxonomy is applicable for many discourse types including academic texts in 
particular.  
The taxonomy Hoey offers is derived from analyses of various genres from 
narratives to scientific texts. Hoey argues that these texts have certain co-occurring 
content segments that readers expect to be discussed. These co-occurring elements 
are respectively the situation, problem, the writer’s response to the problem (taking 
the form of causes or effects of the problem, or the suggested solutions to the 
problem) and the evaluation of the writer’s response. All components except for the 
final one, evaluation, appear to be obligatory. In addition, for the sake of higher 
coherence, they should appear in the particular order indicated (Lee, 2002).  
 As Hoey suggests, his taxonomy can be formulated in terms of questions that 
a writer can ask him/herself in order to shape the overall outline of his/her text. The 
summary of the questions that Hoey identifies in his work On the Surface of 
Discourse is as follows:  
Situation: What is the situation?; Who is involved?; Where does it occur? 
Problem: What problem does this situation pose? 
Response to the problem: How do I react to this problem?/ What are the 
cause-consequence relations that can help me to analyze the problem?/What solution 
or alternative view can I offer for the problem? 
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Evaluation of the response to the situation: What is the consequence of my 
response?/ How does my response relate to the situation?/ How successfully does my 
response (solution or alternative view) help solve the problem?   
Hoey states that this outline, conceptualized through questions, is the most 
basic and that more complex texts display a multilayering of this basic structure. For 
example, a response section often has a situation-problem-response-evaluation 
structure within itself.  
Similar to Hoey, Grabe and Kaplan (1996) provide a taxonomy of text 
analysis for coherence which focus on larger patterns of organization. Their 
taxonomy involves analyzing texts in terms of "subordinate, coordinate and 
superordinate units" (p. 74). These terms are the same as the ones that Connor and 
Farmer (1990) use in their topical structure analysis. This taxonomy helps to check 
whether the ideas in the text are adequately developed and summarized so that the 
text makes a coherent whole.  
As regards the importance of overall organization, Thor (1994) points out that 
a discernable overall organization of information in the text is a prerequisite to 
coherence. Although his research focused on coherence in spoken language, it may 
shed some light on what coherence means in written English as well. In the case 
study of a native speaker’s discourse that he analyzes, he finds out that the speaker 
has a highly fluent local command of language and thus her discourse fulfills local 
coherence requirements. However, Thor observes that the larger fragments of her 
discourse do not fit together and make a discernable whole, which leads the 
researcher to the conclusion that macrostructure has priority over local coherence. As 
Thor maintains, the incoherence of the speaker’s speech is utterly different from the 
incoherence encountered in Second-Language learners of English. For second 
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language learners, the problem is inaccurate lexical selection, inappropriate 
collocation, and an insecure command of syntax, whereas the native-speaker’s main 
problems occur above the phrase and inter-sentential level.  
Conception of Coherence as Internal to the Reader 
Over the last two decades, cognitive theories of discourse have supported the 
idea that it is the reader who forms a coherent mental representation of the text 
through the process of inferencing (Lee, 2002). Some even argue that coherence is a 
concept irrelevant to the text itself (Gernsbacher & Givon, 1995, Garnham & 
Oakhill, 1992). In fact, the reader-based view of coherence as a “mental entity”, not 
as "inherent to the text itself", (Gernsbacher & Givon, 1995) is consistent with  the 
results of many empirical studies. These research results demonstrate that the extent 
to which a text coheres depends on the mental picture that a reader constructs on the 
basis of not only the characteristics of the text but also his/ her situational, or content, 
schema (i.e., world knowledge and experience) and formal schema (i.e., knowledge 
of text structures) (Carrell, 1982). This interpretation of text proposes that all texts 
are bound to be incomplete in that none can state all the necessary background 
information and assumptions explicitly and that all texts rely on the reader’s 
cooperation to fill the gaps and make links with the prior knowledge in order to form 
a coherent whole (Kintsch & McNamara, 1996).  
The reader-based theory of coherence can be analyzed under two 
subheadings: 1) Effect of situational knowledge, and 2) Effect of knowledge of text 
structures.    
Effect of Situational Knowledge 
A reader’s coherence interpretation of a text partially depends on the extent to 
which the reader has relevant knowledge about the information presented in the text. 
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McCarthy (1991) provides the exemplary sentence “Carol loves potatoes. She was 
born in Ireland,” commenting that it is apparently a cohesive sentence (Carol/she) but 
may remain incoherent to a reader who does not share the “stereotype ethnic 
association between being Irish and loving potatoes” (26). McCarthy also stresses 
that exophoric references are likely to produce differing interpretations of coherence. 
Exophoric referents are those referring to information outside of the texts and 
assumed to be familiar to the reader. For example, if the phrase “the privatization 
programme” has not been “anaphorically” (previously) mentioned in the text, this 
means that the writer assumes that the reader knows which (e.g., the British 
government’s) programme is being referred to.         
The relation between readers’ impressions of coherence and their situational 
knowledge has been explored by various studies. One of those studies was conducted 
by Kintsch & McNamara (1996). Kintsch & McNamara presented their participants, 
who were adult native-speakers, with two texts. They manipulated the same text so 
that one text was much less coherent than the other. For example, they changed the 
organization of the ideas in the text to a problematic one so that the poor organization 
disrupted the textual coherence of the text. Then, in the survey, they asked the 
participants inference and problem-solving application questions in order to be able 
to learn about the effect of their situational knowledge on the readers’ judgments of 
coherence of the texts. The results of their study revealed that those who knew little 
about the subject matter could only process the highly-coherent text easily, whereas 
the high-knowledge readers were able to process both texts easily. These results 
indicate that if rich relevant background knowledge is available, a coherent mental 
model of a text can be obtained in spite of textual incoherence.  
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Another research study conducted by Boscolo & Mason (2000) confirms the 
findings of the study by Kintsch & McNamara (1996) and adds the affective factor of 
interest in the topic to the cognitive factor of situational knowledge as their variables. 
They also provided their participants with two texts, which they had manipulated so 
as to create one with low coherence, one with high coherence in textual terms. Their 
results indicate that high-knowledge and high-interest readers performed well in 
answering the comprehension questions about a text regardless of textual coherence, 
while high-knowledge and low-interest as well as low-knowledge and high-interest 
readers performed well with only the text that complied with typical textual 
coherence features.  
The complex relation between textual coherence, reader’s situational 
knowledge, and reader’s impression of coherence of a text is also addressed in a 
study by Moxey and Sanford (1995). Moxey and Sanford discovered that a globally 
coherent text may lead to an impression of overall coherence for readers with 
relevant situational knowledge. This impression of coherence occurs even though the 
text does not display local coherence. Another finding of  Moxey and Sanford’s 
research was that a reader can benefit from the local coherence features to arrive at a 
global understanding of a text although the text does not  possess global coherence. 
They account for these findings by claiming that “lack of ambiguity can result from 
incomplete analysis” (p. 180). In other words, even though a text has problems with 
its global coherence (e.g., the background information is not explicitly established in 
the beginning), if it possesses local coherence, the reader may overlook the problems 
with global coherence and regard the text as completely coherent.  
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Effect of Knowledge of Text Structures 
For readers to be able to construct a coherent representation of a text, they 
have to be familiar with the standard rhetorical structures of the discourse 
community in which the text occurs. Sperber and Wilson (1996) associate coherence 
perception with the effort that the reader makes during processing the text. They 
claim that the writer must aim to achieve optimal relevance so as to form a coherent 
text, pointing out that the greater the processing effort on the part of the reader, the 
lower the relevance. According to Sperber and Wilson, if the readers are able to 
recognize the organization of discourse due to their familiarity with the formal 
schema presented by the writer, they are likely to spare minimum processing effort 
with the text possessing optimal relevance. 
As Connor (1996) argues, the most obvious example of the relation between 
the rhetorical knowledge and sense of coherence is the differing rhetorical 
expectations in different national cultures. Nevertheless, the issue of cultural 
differences in rhetorical structuring is not relevant to this study since it would lead 
the focus of the study away from the practical situation, namely, that western models 
of academic writing are the accepted norms at METU, the English-medium 
university where this study was conducted.  
What is of immediate concern for this research study, though, is the disparity 
that exists in the expected rhetorical structures even within the same western 
academic discourse community, which has been demonstrated by many research 
results (Brown, 1991; Hewings & Hewings, 2001; Leki, 2001). Thus, Hewing and 
Hewing (2001) maintain that it seems very unlikely that one single text can lead to 
the same coherence interpretation by various readers. Leki (2001) found that even 
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seemingly straightforward criteria like “thesis statement” or “conclusion” may be 
interpreted differently in various disciplines across the same school curriculum. 
On the grounds that a higher education environment is characterized by the 
existence of several discourse types with different communicative purposes, that is 
different genres, Bhatia (1997) advocates a genre-based approach to language 
teaching rather than common-core teaching, which refers to teaching writing 
conventions presumably generalizable to all discourse communities. He argues that 
knowledge of one genre may be insufficient for the appreciation of another genre. On 
the other hand, despite acknowledging the merits of a genre-based approach to 
academic writing, Hewing and Hewing (2001) and Dudley-Evans (1997) assert that 
common-core teaching has some considerable advantages. Hewing and Hewing point 
out the financial advantage of common-core teaching addressing to students’ needs 
from various disciplines. Dudley-Evans’s concern is that a genre-specific syllabus 
may become too prescriptive in the hands of an inexperienced English language 
teacher.  
Regarding the issue of reconciling the variety of genres across the curriculum 
and the need for a common-core syllabus, Leki (2001) proposes the solution that a 
common-core syllabus should integrate the component of raising students’ awareness 
of the existence of a variety of rhetorical expectations across the curriculum so that 
students will become conscious enough to ask what the purpose is and who the 
audience is when confronted with a writing task. In fact, some have argued that what 
is crucial to coherent writing in ELT classes is a writing prompt clearly defining the 
context and a syllabus that teaches students to deconstruct the given prompt to clarify 
the reader’s expectations (Johns, 1986; Pilus, 1996). In other words, they argue that 
 28 
concerns regarding a reader-based theory of coherence can be successfully addressed 
by contextualizing the writing with the use of prompts. 
Conclusion 
This chapter has reviewed the literature related to this study, with special 
emphasis on the diversity of interpretations of what coherent writing is. The chapter 
mainly covered the text-based and reader-based theories of coherence. The text-
based theories of coherence regard coherence as internal to the text itself. They imply 
that the text itself can establish a standard understanding of coherence, if it complies 
with certain coherence criteria. Yet, the variance in the interpretations of the same 
coherence criterion among the advocates of the text-based theories indicates that a 
reader-based theory of coherence may apply across contexts. Therefore, this study 
aimed to investigate how a reader-based theory of coherence might apply in an EFL 
context. This was done by trying to address the first research question, “what 
coherence features do teachers consider while assessing student essays?” This first 
research question was hoped to facilitate answering the second research question, “to 
what extent do the teachers have a similar conception of coherence?” The analysis of 
the data was directed towards verifying or refuting the assumption that texts alone 
cannot establish a standard understanding of coherence, which stems from a reader-
based theory, while the actual analysis contained the text-based elements of 
coherence.  
The next chapter will focus on the methodology, which covers the description 
of the participants, materials-instruments, procedures and data analysis employed in 




CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
 
          Introduction 
This research study investigates two main issues: 1) the extent to which the 
EFL teachers at the Department of Basic English (DBE), Middle East Technical 
University (METU) demonstrate a standard understanding of coherence in their 
holistic assessment of student essays, and 2) which features of coherence the teachers 
consider in assessing student essays, which also reflects the extent to which teachers’ 
overall perceptions of coherent writing are similar to each other. In this chapter, first, 
the participants who took part in the study and the materials-instruments used are 
described. Next, the data collection procedures and data analysis methods employed 
are presented. 
Participants 
This study was conducted in the DBE, METU, a preparatory school which 
provides a one-year-long English language instruction to prepare students for their 
departmental studies. The participants were the instructors at the DBE.  
The first part of the study, which consisted of a survey, involved 170 teachers 
out of the 196 total teacher population of DBE. The remaining 26 teachers declined 
to participate, pointing out their heavy workload at the time. The participating 
teachers were asked to rank-order six sample student essays holistically from the 
most coherent to the least coherent. This ranking survey was intended to find out the 
extent to which the instructors agreed on their holistic judgments of coherence. The 
rationale for the decision of including all the teachers at the department was twofold. 
First, since the teachers of the institution are assigned to teach in various levels, their 
current instruction level was not important. The topic of coherence in academic terms 
was relevant to all the instructors. Second, one of the aims of the research was to find 
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out about how standard the teachers’ judgments of coherence are; therefore, the 
greater the number of cooperating teachers, the higher the reliability of the survey.  
The second part of the study, which was conducted through interviews, 
involved six teachers. The participants were selected according to the results of the 
survey. The survey results indicated that student essay E created the most obvious 
discrepancies among the participants and thus could be regarded as the most 
problematic of all the sample essays. The participants who placed essay E on one of 
the two extreme ends of the continuum of coherence in their rank-ordering were, 
therefore, deemed to be the most interesting candidates for the interview. The 
justification for considering them as the best possible participants was that having 
assigned opposite rankings to the same essay, these participants were expected to 
offer a more varied range of views of coherence. As a result, three representatives of 
the nine participants who judged essay E as the most coherent and three of the five 
participants who judged essay E as the least coherent were randomly selected and 
invited to be interviewed. All the six participants were female. The interviewees’ 
pseudonyms are Seren, Sally, Tuğçe, Neslihan, Behiye, and Tanju. Except for Sally, 
all the participants were Turkish and non-native speakers of English. Seren, Sally, 
and Tuğçe chose essay E as the most coherent, while Neslihan, Behiye, and Tanju 
chose essay E as the least coherent. The full rankings by each of the interviewees are 







Participants        From the Most Coherent to the Least Coherent 
Seren   E B A C D F 
Sally   E B A C F D 
Tuğçe   E F B C A D 
 
Neslihan  A B C D F E 
Behiye   B A C D F E 
Tanju   B C D A F          E 
Figure 1: Essay-Ranking by Each Interviewee 
Materials-Instruments 
The instruments employed in this study were respectively a survey and a 
series of six interviews.  
As a means of addressing the first research question, which is the extent to 
which teachers agree on their judgments of coherence of student essays, the 
questionnaire required the 170 instructors working at DBE, METU to rank order six 
sample five-paragraph-theme student essays from the most coherent to the least 
coherent holistically (see Appendix B for survey instruction). No criteria in particular 
were provided for the participants in order to avoid interference with their judgments. 
The provision of a list of the possible criteria to be employed for assessing coherence 
could have caused the participants to assume that they have to consider all the 
criteria provided. The purpose of this study, however, was to directly explore the 
individual teachers’ perceptions of coherence on the basis of the argument by the 
reader-based theory of coherence; it was not to investigate their interpretations of a 
given rating scale for coherence.   
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The six sample student essays in the survey had been written in response to 
the same prompt. The prompt asked the examinees to write an essay of about 5-6 
paragraphs arguing either for or against the idea “guns for personal use should be 
banned.” The prompt provided the examinees with the audience and the purpose for 
the essay by instructing “You are a journalist writing an article to raise public 
awareness on the following subject.” It also offered a set of excerpts that the 
examinees might use to support their arguments in the essay (see Appendix C for the 
prompt and the excerpts). The researcher chose the essays from among the 
previously graded essays from one upper-intermediate class of my institution (see 
Appendix D for the six essays). The essays were chosen randomly on the sole basis 
of the grades that had been assigned to them by the raters. The rationale behind the 
choice of the essays on the basis of different grades was only to guarantee variation 
in the selected writings in terms of their presumed quality. According to the grades 













B C E F A D 
 
Figure 2: Ranking of the Essays According to Grades 
The researcher revised the original student texts to ensure that they were 
devoid of any grammatical mistakes or severe problems with mechanics, so that the 
participants would not be distracted by factors that are not directly related to 
coherence and so that the task of rank-ordering that the participants had to complete 
would be less demanding. Due to the fact that the interpretation of “grammatical 
mistakes” and “problems with punctuation” may differ, a sample excerpt 
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demonstrating both the original and revised forms of the essays is provided in 
Appendix E. However, note that the revision has been kept minimal; for example, the 
sequencing of the information presented in a sentence has not been modified since 
“information structure” of an essay appears as a common criterion for judging its 
coherence in the literature.   
The questionnaire also includes an “any comments” section. This section 
aimed to allow the participants to voice any concerns that they may have had as 
regards the way they sequenced the essays. What the researcher originally expected 
the participants to write in this section were some possible comments on any 
difficulties they encountered, such as a comment that they were not able to identify 
significant differences between some of the essays and thus had difficulty rank-
ordering them. Instead, however, the respondents revealed some comments that had 
not been predicted by the researcher and that were quite useful for the study. Some 
participants added their criteria for the sequencing, thus revealing additional insights 
into the teachers’ conceptions of coherence.  
The second instrument, semi-structured interviews, were the primary means 
for addressing the second research question, which aimed to investigate the 
coherence features that the teachers consider in assessing students’ essays. The 
qualitative data gathered from the “comments” section of the survey had already 
yielded some information about teachers’ criteria for coherence. The interviews were 
used to further specify which coherence features the participants rely on in assessing 
students’ essays. The full transcripts of the interviews are provided in Appendix F. 
The piloting of the interviews was held with one DBE instructor. As a result 
of the feedback received from the participant in the piloting, it was decided that the 
interviewees should be allocated some time prior to the interview to study the essays 
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that they were going to talk about. Before the interview, the interviewees were told 
that they would be expected to explain their criteria for choosing their best and worst 
essays and would be asked to illustrate their points by referring to the specific parts 
of the essays. This decision to provide the interviewees with some time to study the 
essays on their own in advance was intended to make the interviewees feel more 
relaxed and to improve the validity of the data collected.  
As regards the conduct of the interview, the interviewees were asked to 
examine the essays that they had chosen as the best and the worst and then to answer 
the following main questions:  
What makes this essay more coherent than the others?  
What makes this essay less coherent than the others?  
As initiated through these questions, the participants were asked to direct 
their comments primarily towards essay E, the essay that they had chosen as either 
most or least coherent. The assessment of at least one common essay by all the 
interviewees allowed for a shared ground, which would bring out differences more 
clearly and facilitate a more reliable interpretation of the data. The assessment of one 
essay in comparison to the one at the other extreme on the continuum of coherence 
could encourage the exploration of more ideas. 
One disadvantage of semi-structured interviews is the possible risk of leading 
the interviewee into the answers that the researcher wants. It was therefore essential 
for the researcher to be aware of this risk and avoid it. The researcher analyzed each 
student essay in depth to be prepared to raise questions or to ask for further 
clarifications when deemed to be necessary. In addition to the researcher’s ensuring 
that she was in command of the essays, the piloting of the interview also helped the 
researcher determine what sort of information might be expected from the 
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interviewees and thus what questions might need to be asked for clarification of their 
meaning. To illustrate, the piloting demonstrated that participants might use such 
abstract terms as “relevance.” At a point when a participant commented that a 
sentence is “irrelevant,” it was necessary to ask them to concretize what they meant 
by referring to examples from the essay.  
On the basis of the criteria provided in the “comments” section of the survey, 
the analyses of the essays by the researcher, and the results of the piloting, the 
researcher prepared a list of the possible problematic terms which might be expected 
to emerge and which could need clarification. The list of the possible problematic 
terms to help formulate the follow-up questions was: 
1. irrelevant ideas 
2. transition between ideas 
3. transition between sentences 
4. transition between paragraphs 
5. coherence of thought 
6. textual cohesion 
7. reads fluently 
8. no language problems 
9. reader-friendly 
Procedure 
The piloting of the survey took place at DBE, METU, the participants were 
ten randomly chosen instructors from the department. Only seven of the participants 
returned the surveys. The piloters did not point out any problems with the survey, so 
no modifications were made to the survey instrument as a result of the piloting. 
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The survey was distributed to 170 teachers at DBE by the researcher herself. 
Each participant was assigned a number on the questionnaire with the list of names 
corresponding to the assigned numbers being available only to the researcher. The 
researcher explained that some of the participants might be requested to volunteer for 
an interview according to the survey results. Their names would be known to the 
researcher, but otherwise would be kept confidential in any text resulting from the 
collected data. The participants were requested to complete and return their surveys 
within one week. They were asked to leave the surveys in the researcher’s mailbox at 
the institution. By the end of the allocated time of one week, 59 out of the 170 
questionnaires distributed were completed. In other words, roughly 30 percent of the 
whole teacher population of the department engaged in the survey. 
  The statistical results of the survey revealed that the participants diversified 
the most on their coherence judgments of essay E. According to these statistical 
results of the survey, the possible interviewees were determined to be those who had 
judged essay E as the most or the least coherent. The researcher identified the names 
of those who had chosen essay E as the best or the worst and then randomly chose 
three from each group. The randomly chosen candidates all agreed to be interviewed. 
Two of the interviewees preferred to be interviewed in Turkish. Their transcripts 
were translated into English by two graduates of the Translation Department of 
Hacettepe University. In addition, all the interviewees were given the chance to look 
over the researcher’s interpretations of their own understanding of coherence and to 
refine them by correcting or modifying anything that they did not agree with. 
Data Analysis 
Paralleling the data collection procedures, the data were analyzed in a two-
step procedure: a statistical analysis of the survey results and a qualitative analysis of 
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both the “comments” section on the questionnaire and the transcriptions of the 
interviews.  
The survey results were computed with the help of the Statistical Packages 
for Social Sciences Version 9 (SPSS). The results were analyzed with Kendall’s 
Coefficient of Concordance (W), which ranges in value from 0 (random) to 1 (high 
consistency/agreement among the participants). Kendall’s W is suitable for assessing 
the association among multiple raters if the scores they give maintain certain order. 
In addition to Kendall’s W, the mean ranking and the standard deviation of the 
results were calculated.  
As for the qualitative data, the “comments” section on the questionnaire and 
the transcriptions of the interviews were studied so as to identify the participants’ 
definitions of coherence. These definitions of coherence were first “cross-
sectionally” analyzed to locate the common patterns of coherence feature 
identification and then were “non-cross-sectionally” analyzed to categorize the 
coherence criteria that did not fit any of the common patterns or that are rare or 
unique patterns in the participants’ responses (Mason, 1996). The participants’ 
definitions were derived from the participants’ own wordings of the coherence 
criteria that they applied. The most revealing wording for each coherence criterion 
that appeared in the collected data was chosen to be used in the coding.  
Conclusion 
In this chapter, the participants, the materials/instruments employed, the data 
collection process and an overview of the analysis were presented. The following 




CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS 
 
Introduction 
This study was an attempt to answer two research questions: 1) what features 
of coherence the instructors at the Department of Basic English (DBE), Middle East 
Technical University (METU) consider when assessing student writings, and 2) the 
extent to which they agree on their judgments of coherence in written text. 
Parallel with the data collection procedures, the data were analyzed in two 
steps: a statistical analysis of the quantitative survey results and qualitative analysis 
of both the “comments” section of the survey and of the transcriptions of the 
interviews. While the quantitative data were used to answer the second research 
question, the qualitative data facilitated answering both the first and the second 
research questions.  
Quantitative Data Analysis 
The survey results were computed with the help of Statistical Packages for 
Social Sciences Version 9 (SPSS). The results were analyzed with Kendall’s 
Coefficient of Concordance (W). Kendall’s W is suitable for determining the extent 
to which multiple raters’ rankings maintain a certain degree of agreement. Results on 
Kendall’s W range in value from 0 (random) to 1 (high consistency/agreement 
among the participants). For the values of 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, and 0.9, the agreements 
are described respectively as very weak, weak, moderate, strong, and unusually 
strong. The use of Kendall’s W was meant to help answer the second research 
question about the degree to which the participants agreed on their judgments of 
coherence while assessing students’ essays holistically. In addition to Kendall’s W, 
the mean ranking of the essays, the standard deviations as well as the frequencies for 
each essay were calculated so as to identify the student essay that caused the most 
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discrepancy among the participants in terms of their judgments of coherence. The 
identification of the student essay that caused the highest degree of discrepancy was 
intended to help to decide on the choice of the interviewees.  
Table 1 
 
Kendall's W Coefficient of Concordance 
 
Number of participants 59 
Kendall's W 0.522 
 
As can be seen in Table 1, the result of the Kendall’s W test was 0.522, which 
indicates a statistically “moderate” degree of consistency in the raters’ rankings. 
Even though the Kendall’s W value does not indicate “strong” agreement, it is 
statistically significant. More importantly however, the result of Kendall’s W should 
be considered in relation to the context in which it appears. At DBE, METU, as a 
result of the process of assessing students’ papers, teachers decide on whether 
students fail or pass. Therefore, achieving only a moderate degree of consistency 
among teachers may indicate an important degree of lack of standardization across 
the institution. 
As Table 2 illustrates, the mean ranking for the essays from the most coherent 
to the least coherent was as follows: essay B (1.64), essay A (2.95), essay E (3.05), 
essay C (3.19), essay D (4.92), essay F (5.25). The mean ranking reflects the average 






















Essay A      1 6 2.95 1.27 
Essay B 1 5 1.64 1.03 
Essay C 1 5 3.19 1.06 
Essay D 1 6 4.92 1.24 
Essay E 1 6 3.05 1.43 
Essay F 2 6 5.25 1.08 
 
 
Table 2 also displays the standard deviations for each essay. Standard 
deviation results indicated a relatively greater degree of agreement for essay B and 
essay F, and less agreement for essays A, C, and D. The standard deviation for essay 
E was the highest, indicating the highest degree of inconsistency of the rank-ordering 
among all the essays. The frequencies for each essay in Table 3 and the graphic 
representations of these frequencies in Figure 1 further clarify the degree of 
agreement among the participants in terms of how they judged the coherence of the 
essays. As Table 3 and Figure 1 clearly demonstrate, a great majority of the 
participants agreed that essay B was most coherent and that essay F was the least 
coherent. Nonetheless, essays A, C, and D are relatively less consistently ranked 










Frequencies of Ranking For Each Student Essay 
EssayA 
 
 Rank   1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 
 Frequency 5 20 18 7 7 2 59 




 Rank   1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 
 Frequency 39 7 9 3 1 0 59 




 Rank   1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 
 Frequency 3 14 16 21 5 0 59 




 Rank   1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 
 Frequency 3 1 0 11 23 21 59 




 Rank   1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 
 Frequency 9 14 14 13 5 4 59 




 Rank   1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 
 Frequency 0 3 2 4 18 32 59 
 Percent 0 5.1 3.4 6.8          30.5 54.2 100.0 
 
 







essay E as the least coherent can be considered to have used different criteria for 
coherence in their holistic assessments of essay E.  
Qualitative Data Analysis 
The qualitative data gathered from the “comments” section of the 
questionnaire as well as from the interviews were intended to answer the first as well 
as the second research question. In other words, they helped to answer the questions 
about what coherence criteria the participants apply in assessing student essays and 
the extent to which the participants had similar understandings of coherence.  
Fourteen out of the 59 participants wrote their coherence criteria in the 
“comments” section of the questionnaire. The qualitative data gathered from the 
“comments” section of the questionnaire were categorized and then quantified. Table 
4 demonstrates all the criteria indicated in the “comments” section of the survey; the 
criteria are sequenced from the most mentioned to the least mentioned. The category 
titles, under which the comments are organized, were derived from some of the 
survey participants’ own wordings. To illustrate, the participants used various terms 
such as “major supporting ideas,” “minor ideas,” “subtopics,” or “reasons” to refer to 
a similar concept. The researcher decided to use “major supporting ideas” to 
categorize this concept, judging that it was more revealing than the other terms. In 
addition, for the sake of parallelism in the connotations of the category titles, the 
researcher modified the expressions for each criterion into one that has positive 
meaning. In other words, the titles indicate what contributes to the coherence of an 
essay rather than what detracts from it. The categorization in Table 4 was 






Survey Participants’ Coherence Criteria  
 
 
COMPLETE THESIS STATEMENT AND TOPIC SENTENCES (8 
participants) 
 
“Complete” or “Proper” “thesis statement and topic sentences” 
 
ADEQUATE AND PROPER DEVELOPMENT OF THE MAJOR 




“Adequate support with statistical data and experts’ opinions”  
“Ideas supported with exemplification and cause-effect analysis and by 
addressing the counter-arguments.” 
“Well-development of the topic sentences”   
“Information set in introduction elaborated on in body paragraphs” 
 
CONNECTION BETWEEN SENTENCES (6 participants) 
 
“logical connection between sentences” 
“smooth transition between sentences” 
“logical relations between ideas” 
“logical connection between ideas” 
“good use of connectors and reference words” 
“referencing and transitions” 
 




“Direct translation from Turkish in essay F, thus incoherent” 
“Use of language” 
 
PARALELISM IN THE SEQUENCING OF THE MAJOR SUPPORTING 
IDEAS (3 participants) 
  
“The main reasons follow the order presented in the introduction” 
“The topic sentences follow the order presented in the introduction” 
“Each idea mentioned in the introduction developed in the same sequence in the 
body paragraphs” 
 
NON-OVERLAPPING CATEGORIZATION OF THE MAJOR 
SUPPORTING IDEAS (3 participants) 
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“Body paragraphs 1 and 2 in essay F support the same point, which affects 
coherence.” 
“Body paragraphs 2 and 3 of essay A give the same ideas, thus the least 
coherent.” 
“Body paragraphs 1 and 2 of essay F overlap in terms of the main ideas and 
information in them, thus least coherent.” 
 
REPETITION OF KEY WORDS AND/OR THEIR SYNONYMS (3 
participants) 
 
“repetition of the key ideas” 
“repetition of the key terms, paraphrasing” 
“Paraphrasing, repetition of key words or their synonyms” 
 
A GOOD OVERALL ORGANIZATION (2 participants) 
 
“Overall organization” 
“Good overall framework” 
 
MOVING FROM GENERAL TO SPECIFIC INFORMATION (2 participants) 
 
“Narrows down the topic in the introduction” 
“Moving from general to specific in the introduction” 
 
A CONCLUSION THAT SUMMARIZES THE WRITER’S ARGUMENT 
(2 participants) 
 
“A conclusion that summarizes the main points discussed in the essay” 
“A conclusion that restates the thesis”  
 
EXTRA 
“Despite linking words, referencing, and repetition of key words, there is 
something wrong with the coherence of essay F, making it difficult to follow the 
message.” 
“The body paragraph on the counter-argument in essay B weakens coherence” 
“I looked at the use of connectors, but I am not sure if this means coherence.” 
 
As can be seen from Table 4, the most mentioned criteria were respectively 
“complete thesis statement and topic sentences,” “adequate and proper development 
of the major supporting ideas,” and “connection between sentences.” 
Cross-sectional Analysis 
Most of the coherence criteria indicated in the “comments” section of the 
survey emerged during the interviews as well. The coherence criteria derived from 
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the interviews are sequenced in the following sections from the most frequently 
mentioned to the least frequently mentioned. Within each category of criteria, the 
researcher presents how the interviewees define the criterion, and how they apply 
that criterion in their assessments of the student essays. Particular emphasis is placed 
on the commonalities and differences among the interviewees in terms of the way 
they apply those definitions. If there are any, the observed inconsistencies within the 
individual interviewees in terms of application of the criterion in question are also 
added in each category.  
Table 5 presents a summary of the interview results. The criteria are 
presented according to how frequently they were mentioned, and the names of the 
interviewees who mentioned the criterion in question are provided between 
parantheses. The interviewees who gave priority to a particular criterion are indicated 
with the phrase “main criterion for.” However, note that the details such as the 
interviewees’ differing conceptions of those criteria or the inconsistencies within the 
individual interviewees are not included in the table. 
Table 5 
 
Interviewees’ Coherence Criteria  
 
 
COMPLETE THESIS STATEMENT AND TOPIC SENTENCES  
 
Main criterion for Behiye and Neslihan 
Thesis Statement (Behiye, Neslihan, Tanju, Sally) 
Topic Sentences (Behiye, Neslihan, Tanju, Sally, Seren) 
 
PROPER DEVELOPMENT OF THE MAJOR SUPPORTING IDEAS  
(Sally, Tuğçe, Seren, Tanju) 
 
REPETITION OF KEY WORDS AND/OR THEIR SYNONYMS 
(Tuğçe, Behiye,Tanju, Seren) 
 
A CONCLUSION THAT RESTATES THE WRITER’S ARGUMENT 
(Seren, Behiye, Neslihan) 
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LOGICAL CONNECTION BETWEEN SENTENCES 
(Seren, Behiye, Sally) 
Main criterion for Seren 
  
USE OF CORRECT EXPRESSIONS  
(Tanju, Neslihan, Tuğçe) 
Main criterion for Tanju 
 
A GOOD OVERALL ORGANIZATION 
(Sally, Tuğçe) 
Main criterion for Sally and Tuğçe 
  












Complete thesis statement and complete topic sentences  
Two participants who placed essay E as the worst sought but could not find 
the presence of a complete thesis statement with the major claim (i.e., “personal guns 
should/should not be banned”) and the major supporting ideas (i.e., “because…”). 
They also looked for complete topic sentences with both the major claim (e.g., 
“personal use of guns should be banned”) and the relevant major supporting idea 
(e.g., “because personal guns often cause accidental killings.”). All of the five 
interviewees who referred to topic sentences regarded the first sentence of each body 
paragraph as the topic sentence. The thesis statement and topic sentences are dealt 
with under the same subheading here for two reasons. First, the interviewees’ 
comments on these two essay elements were closely interconnected. Second, the 
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participants in the survey consistently mentioned the two elements together without 
separating them.  
Two of the participants who had placed essay E as the worst agreed that the 
lack of a proper thesis statement and topic sentences is the most serious coherence 
breakdown in the essay. The other interviewee who had chosen essay E as the worst 
mentioned wrong placement of the thesis statement only. Those who chose essay E 
as the worst differed from one another in their opinions of what constitutes a thesis 
statement and topic sentences or of the extent to which these two elements contribute 
to coherence of the essay.  
Thesis Statement 
Behiye described essay B as the most coherent due to the presence of a proper 
thesis statement: 
There is a very good thesis statement, it has the controlling ideas and 
also the specific parts...In his thesis statement he says “although the 
supporters of owning guns believe that..,” so he starts with the 
counter-argument and then he goes on with the topic “guns for 
personal use”, “should be banned” with controlling idea, and then he 
gives his reasons:  “because 1) they cause accidents, 2) makes their 
owners aggressive (Interview with Behiye, April, 2003).  
 
Clearly, Behiye’s description of a complete thesis statement involves the major 
claim and the main supporting ideas along with the counter-argument, stated in one 
sentence. On the other hand, Behiye criticizes essay E for presenting the thesis 
statement as dispersed in three different sentences. Below are the three concerned 
sentences from the introduction of essay E: 
There are many reasons for banning guns. These reasons are the 
accidentally killed people by guns, impatience and short-
temperedness of those people who use guns and their using them 
illegally. Some people reject these reasons and argue that people kill 
each other and that guns are needed to protect one’s rights and to be 
used against criminals (excerpt from essay E).  
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Behiye criticized this kind of presentation of the thesis arguing that “these sentences 
have no controlling idea and they don’t give me any idea about whether he is for or 
against it.” What Behiye means by “controlling idea” is the major claim by the writer 
such as “the personal use of guns should/should not be banned.” 
Neslihan agrees with Behiye on her description of a proper thesis statement 
when she commented on essay E: 
When we look at the introduction, we don’t know which stance the 
writer will take. Is he going to develop “the reasons for banning guns” 
or is going to take side with the counter-arguments? This is a bit 
confusing: it leaves the interpretation of which side the writer takes up 
to the reader. I cannot start the body paragraphs knowing what side 
the writer takes (Interview with Neslihan, April, 2003). 
 
Apparently, the lack of a proper thesis statement is problematic in essay E for 
Neslihan and Behiye in that it makes it unclear which stance the writer takes.  
In contrast to Neslihan and Behiye, Tanju, the third participant who chose 
essay E as the worst, seemed to assume that the thesis statement is the sentence that 
reads “These reasons are the accidentally killed people by guns, impatience and 
short-temperedness of those people who use guns and their using them illegally.” 
This is clear in the following extract from her interview: 
The second reason [why essay E is incoherent] is the wrong 
placement of the thesis statement. I mean he wrote it as the second 
sentence from the end of the introduction, starting with the sentence 
“these reasons..”. Then he placed the refutation. It should have been 
the last sentence. I mean, his organization skills are not very good. 
That’s why it is difficult to read. For example, you have to read the 
whole essay by going back to the thesis statement (Interview with 
Tanju, April, 2003). 
  
Clearly, Tanju’s objection is not that there is no proper thesis statement; she believes 
that a thesis statement exists in Essay E but that it is wrongly placed. She stated  that 
“it should have been the last sentence” of the introduction. She did not seem to be 
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disturbed by such a concern voiced by Neslihan and Behiye that the writer’s major 
claim is not explicitly stated.  
For those who chose essay E as the best, the mere presence of the main 
supporting ideas in the introduction and the development of these supporting ideas in 
the body paragraphs was adequate to render the text coherent. However, they too had 
differing perceptions of the thesis statement.  
Tuğçe thought that essay E lacked a proper thesis statement and commented:    
Of course in the introduction there is not a proper, traditional thesis 
statement that tells the writer’s main argument and her reasons in a 
single sentence. But this is not a big problem for me. My criterion for 
coherence is not whether there is a proper thesis statement (Interview 
with Tuğçe, April, 2003). 
 
For Tuğçe, the lack of a proper thesis statement does not disrupt the coherence of an 
essay. 
In contrast to Tuğçe, Sally does give importance to the presence of a thesis 
statement. For example, the first criticism she made about essay D, which she had 
chosen as the least coherent, is that it does not have a “thesis statement.” She 
explained the problem with this lack of a thesis statement as follows: “A teacher could 
read and figure out the main point, but an outsider, a reader couldn’t understand what 
to expect in the following paragraphs.”  
Again in contrast to Tuğçe, who acknowledged the lack of a thesis statement in 
essay E, Sally seemed to regard the last sentence of the introduction in essay E as the 
thesis statement, as she stated, “...the rest of the essay is very coherent, because in the 
body paragraphs the topic sentences really directly relates back to the thesis 
statement.” What she meant is that the first sentences of the body paragraphs presents 
one counter argument from the counter-arguments stated in the last sentence of the 
introduction. Therefore, Sally also regarded the first sentences of the body paragraphs 
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as proper topic sentences. It should also be noted that whereas Tanju perceived the 
sentence that starts with “These reasons are...” as the thesis, Sally regarded the last 
sentence of the introduction as the thesis.  
Seren, the third participant who chose essay E as the best, did not even 
mention the term “thesis statement” during the interview. However, while 
commenting on essay F, the essay she had ranked as the worst, she pointed out that it 
is essential that the writer tell the reader what he is going to do in the rest of the essay 
before doing it. This is indeed the same as what the function of a thesis statement is, 
since, according to those who chose essay E as the worst, lack of a proper thesis 
statement prevented them from knowing what to expect in the rest of the essay. 
Therefore, although she did not use the term “thesis statement,” Seren talked about 
one function of the thesis statement as a criterion she believes that contributes to 
coherence. She applied this criterion when she criticized the introduction of essay F: 
“First,” first of what? So the student starts talking about the reasons 
but without informing the reader that he would be talking about the 
reasons why guns should not be banned. Therefore, when you start 
reading you say all right, the student will talk about the fact that the 
ban is not the solution, but why? So I was expecting the student to tell 
me why and he starts talking about why immediately without 
preparing the reader for that (Interview with Seren, April, 2003). 
 
Here, Seren expects the writer to make a generalization such as “there are mainly 
three reasons why guns should not be banned” before telling the reasons one by one. 
Such a generalization composes “the major supporting ideas” part of a proper thesis 
statement. One difference of Seren’s criterion from the criterion of a proper thesis 
statement is that Seren did not expect the writer to present his reasons within one 
sentence. Furthermore, in contrast to what Neslihan and Behiye criticized, Seren did 
not mention a problem with the writer’s stance being ambiguous in the introduction. 
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Therefore, another difference is that Seren did not seem to expect to see the writer’s 
major claim stated in the introduction.  
Topic Sentences 
As for the topic sentences, as stated by most of the participants, each of the 
topic sentences of essay E presents one of the counter-arguments mentioned in the 
introduction. The writer of essay E states his own claim in the very last sentences of 
each body paragraph.  
All of the three interviewees who had chosen essay E as the worst criticized 
the topic sentences of essay E. Only Seren, among the other interviewees, mentioned 
the term “topic sentence.” 
The topic sentences of essay E were criticized by Behiye, who said “...in the 
last sentence of the body paragraph I learn that he is against personal use of guns, 
which surprises me.” She would rather see the writer’s argument in the first sentence 
as the topic sentence of the body paragraph. She further stated that “the lack of thesis 
statement and topic sentences severely butchers the essay,” leading to a lack of 
coherence because “it makes it difficult for the reader to know what to expect in the 
rest of the text,” forcing the reader to read the text “twice.” 
Similar to Behiye’s comment, referring to the first sentence of the first body 
paragraph, Tanju said: 
A sentence like “some people say that guns do not kill people; on the 
contrary, people kill each other” does not prepare me for what to 
expect in the rest of the paragraph. Therefore, I have to lend extra 
energy and 100% attention (Interview with Tanju, April, 2003). 
 
Neslihan agreed with Behiye and Tanju on the idea that lack of topic 
sentences exhausts the reader, as she commented on the first body paragraph:  
While reading the second sentence “Yet,...” I wait to see what he is 
going to say. Well, no, he does not say his personal opinion in the 
following sentences, either. I have read a paragraph of six sentences 
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and still could not come to a conclusion about what he is trying to say 
(Interview with Neslihan, April, 2003). 
 
Here, Neslihan expected the writer to place his own argument in the first sentence so 
that it would make a proper topic sentence. However, the writer starts with the 
counter-argument and arrives at his own argument only at the end of the paragraph, 
which makes the reading process a tiring one for Neslihan.  
One interesting result regarding the participants’ differing perceptions of the 
topic sentences was related to the third topic sentence of essay E. Neslihan perceived 
it as an example for the main idea of the paragraph rather than a proper topic sentence. 
Seren had a very different interpretation of this first sentence. Neslihan said, “In the 
third body paragraph, he started with the Blackstone example,” which she believed 
did not make a proper topic sentence. Seren foresaw such a criticism and responded to 
it: 
...to some people it may seem oddly placed. Because you know it 
looks like the topic sentence and you wouldn’t have the example in 
the topic but the way the student words it is no problem. I mean it 
moves from a general word to specific example with “...people like” I 
mean,  just like in his previous paragraphs, he writes the relevant 
counter argument (Interview with Seren, April, 2003). 
 
Clearly, Seren regards this as a topic sentence that is compatible with the previous 
topic sentences because it presents the counter-argument as in the first sentences of 
the previous body paragraphs. In other words, her conception of a topic sentence is 
one that provides a kind of generalization that is consistent with the other topic 
sentences in the essay. Seren notices the way the student turns the example into a 
generalization with the help of the phrase “people like…” 
 As regards the criterion of thesis statement and topic sentences, some 
inconsistencies within the interviewees themselves were also identified. When Seren’s 
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and Sally’s interview transcripts were closely analysed, it was observed that they 
offered comments that contradicted what they had previously said.  
In essay D, for example, Seren criticized the abrupt presentation of the writer’s 
reasons without providing generalization such as “the first reason why guns should be 
banned is that...”  She said, “only when we come to the last paragraph, the writer says 
‘the last reason is that’ and only then we understand he was trying to talk about 
‘reasons’.” She seems to have overlooked the fact that there is no such signalling 
through the use of generalization in the topic sentences of essay E, either. 
Nonetheless, she finds essay E the most coherent.  
Similarly, Sally does not consider lack of signalling what will come next as 
causing a serious coherence breakdown in essay E, but she criticizes essay F for this 
very lack of signalling. She comments that the lack of a thesis statement disrupts the 
coherence of essay F and goes on to criticize that essay stating, “what you do in a 
coherent writing is to signal to the reader what is coming next.” The same problem in 
essay E, however, does not prevent her from ranking it as the most coherent. 
Proper development of the major supporting ideas  
In the interviews, four of the six participants emphasized the importance of 
adequate and proper development of the major supporting ideas in the body 
paragraphs as a contributing factor to coherence. However, they differed in terms of 
their perceptions of what constitutes good support, or development.   
Sally criticized essay D for its “lack of enough examples or logical 
explanations,” showing that the main ideas in the body paragraphs “are not supported 
well.” Apparently, her understanding of good support is to provide adequate 
exemplification and logical explanations. She expanded on what she meant by 
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“logical explanations” as she commented on essay E. When asked what she meant by 
defining essay E as “well-supported,” Sally replied:  
...logical explanations are provided for the main ideas in the body. I 
mean, sentences are logically related. Counter-arguments and then 
writer’s refutation, factual information and wraps up by giving his 
argument in the last sentence. Nothing unrelated. (Interview with 
Sally, April, 2003). 
 
In other words, in addition to presenting adequate examples, Sally associates “well-
supported” with the sentences being “logically related.” Judging from her reply, what 
she means by “logical” relations between the sentences seems to be the same as “the 
line of reasoning” presented in the body paragraphs, as she put it elsewhere during 
the interview when talking about the “overall organization” of essay E. As Sally 
described it, the line of reasoning presented in each body paragraph consists of the 
counter-argument, the writer’s refutation, factual information and arriving at his own 
argument at the end of the paragraph. Finally, she attributed the reason for lack of 
support causing coherence breakdown in essay D to the fact that “the reader has to 
figure out why the writer believes in what he believes.” 
Similar to Sally, Tuğçe stated that she had chosen essay D as the worst 
because it does not provide adequate support: 
It is too short and provides not enough support. Well, there is 
statistical data in the third body paragraph but the two first body 
paragraphs are poorly supported. The length of the introduction is not 
proportional to the body paragraphs: they are much shorter. (Interview 
with Tuğçe, April, 2003). 
 
Clearly, Tuğçe’s understanding of support is also related to providing such factual 
information as statistical data. This  interpretation of support bears similarity to 
Sally’s definition. 
Another point Tuğçe made about “support” is related to the presentation of 
the support. She said:  
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...the writer makes use of the prompt apparently because she uses 
quotations and statistical data as support, but the important point is 
that she does not assume that I am familiar with the prompt. Anyone 
who reads this text for the first time without knowing the prompt and 
task can understand her argument (Interview with Tuğçe, April, 
2003). 
 
Apparently, for Tuğçe, in addition to incorporating the quotations and the statistical 
data from the prompt into the essay to provide support for the argument, it is also 
important that the support is presented in such a way that a reader who is not familiar 
with the prompt can make sense out of the essay. Tuğçe gives the example of such 
presentation of the data from the first body paragraph of essay E: the expression “A 
study reveals that..” followed by the statistical data “informs the reader about where 
the source comes from.” Clearly, Tuğçe believes that incorporation of such 
expressions as “a study reveals that...” would present the support more coherently for 
the reader. Ironically, in contrast to Tuğçe, who praised essay E for “not assuming 
the reader is familiar with the prompt,” Tanju criticized essay E for assuming that the 
reader is familiar with the topic, which may be interpreted as involving the factual 
information presented in the prompt. She said: 
It is only because I had read the other essays and thus become familiar 
with the subject matter that I can understand what he is talking about. 
Therefore, there is no fluency: one has to go back to check meaning 
all the time (Interview with Tanju, April, 2003).    
   
Judging from this excerpt, it can be argued that Tanju would not agree with Tuğçe 
that essay E  presents the support borrowed from the prompt in a reader-friendly 
way.  
Seren also pointed out the importance of providing good support. As she 
referred to the first paragraph of essay F, she said “...there are not enough logical 
explanations here. I mean, not adequate support is provided for the main idea.” As 
regards what she meant by adequate support, Seren seemed to put the emphasis on 
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establishing cause and effect relationships within body paragraphs explicitly since 
she repeatedly uses the question “why?” when referring to the first body paragraph of 
essay F:    
“This is the reality of our time” Why is it the reality? “They use 
powerful weapons like guns” Why? You know if he wants to 
emphasize that, ok, maybe he wanted to talk about that nations getting 
bigger, competition among nations wars etc..in that case, I would have 
accepted the idea of powerful weapons. But why do I need to use 
powerful weapons is not stated. And then all of a sudden, from 
powerful weapons we come to gangs..how can you defend yourself 
against a gang attacking you? I thought we were talking about an 
important worldwide issue, powerful weapons like bombs, then all of 
a sudden, should we ban guns? So how “powerful weapons” are 
related to guns? I am not sure. Similarly, in the next paragraph, he 
says, “if we ban guns, the person with a gun will have more power” 
But why?.. (Interview with Seren, April, 2003).  
 
As can be inferred from this extract, Seren believes that the writer must not assume 
that the reader can make the necessary cause and effect connections through 
inferencing. Since the writer did not make explicit the relationship between the ideas 
“powerful weapons” and “defense against gangs,” Seren seemed to perceive the 
sentences as remaining irrelevant and thus failing to support the main idea of the 
paragraph adequately. 
Tanju also considered “good support” as a contributing factor to coherence. 
When asked to exemplify what she means by “good support,” she referred to the first 
body paragraph of essay B and said:  
For example, he says “accidents” as the topic and gives examples 
about accidents. There is not a single sentence that does not support 
this topic. Refutation is done later in a separate paragraph. I mean the 
text has not been complicated by incorporating refutation into each 
body paragraph. But there are some mistakes of course. For example, 
here his topic is “makes the owners agressive” but the example is 
about “people killed by accidents” The relationship between the two 
has not been explicitly established. We understand it because we 
know the topic. People use guns because they become aggressive and 
then cause accidents. But I think anyone who reads this could figure 
out this relation, so there is not a serious coherence breakdown here 
(Interview with Tanju, April, 2003). 
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As can be seen here, Tanju put the emphasis on the relevance of the examples to the 
main idea just as Seren emphasized the relevance of the explanations to the main 
idea. In contrast to Seren, though, Tanju sees the lack of the explicit relationship 
between the main idea “guns make the owners aggressive” and the example about 
“people killed by accidents” as not creating a serious coherence breakdown. Tanju 
assumed that the relationship betwen the two can be easily inferred by the reader, 
whereas Seren objected to this in her criticism of essay F. Although relevance of the 
support to the main idea was made in each case, it should be noted that Tanju and 
Seren were commenting on two different essays, which may account for this 
disagreement. In other words, it is possible that Seren also could have thought that 
the problem of not clarifying the relationships between ideas in essay B does not 
disrupt coherence as seriously as in essay F. 
Repetition of key words and/or their synonyms  
Four interviewees mentioned this criterion. The interviewees Tuğçe and 
Behiye voiced only that they looked for the repetition of such key words as 
“accident,” “killing,” “injured,” or “died” as a sign of coherence, while Tanju and 
Seren expanded more on this criterion.  
Tanju put strong emphasis on the semantic relations of the topic words in the 
sentences, stating that the jump from one topic to another unrelated topic between 
sentences disrupted the connection between sentences. She specifies what she means 
as follows: 
In the second body paragraph, student writes “people need guns to 
protect their rights” and this is not related to “impatience and short-
temperedness” the topic given in the thesis statement.  And then he 
jumps to the topic of “law” and mentions the topic of “impatience and 
short-temperedness” only after this sentence. So, there is no 
coherence. They are separate sentences that must not be in the same 
paragraph (Interview with Tanju, April, 2003). 
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As can be seen here, Tanju checks the coherence of the paragraph by checking 
whether the topics of the sentences within the same paragraph are semantically 
related to each other. In other words, it can be said that Tanju checks how relevant 
the sentences are to each other by judging from their topics. In fact, as a means of 
checking coherence of a paragraph, Seren also judged the relevance of the concurrent 
sentences by looking at the topics of the sentences. When commenting on how well 
the first body paragraph of essay F is supported, she focused on the topic words of 
the sentences such as “powerful guns” or “gangs,” commenting that no connection 
between these terms have been explicitly established. She commented that by 
making the cause-effect relationship more explicit, the writer could have 
communicated the connection between these sentences. However, Seren’s comment 
here can be also interpreted as a reference to the criterion of sticking to the main 
topic of the paragraph through repetition without diverting from it.  
A conclusion that restates the argument  
Among the interviewees, three people mentioned the importance of a 
conclusion that restates the writer’s main argument as contributing to coherence. 
Seren focused on the conclusion while commenting on essay E: 
When it comes to the last paragraph, where he sums up the whole 
thing he says ‘guns for personal use should be banned’ once again 
emphasizing his own point clearly, and very briefly summarizes the 
reasons (Interview with Seren, April, 2003). 
 
Seren also added the importance of the writer’s evaluating his claim, where the 
writer states, “If you believe in the benefits of the society, you need to accept the fact 
that guns for personal use must be banned” (excerpt from Essay E).  
Behiye made a similar comment for another essay, essay B, and appreciated 
that the conclusion of essay B “summarizes” the main argument, as she said “The 
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conclusion is the restatement of the thesis statement, and there is a little summary in 
it.”  
Neslihan pointed out the conciseness of the conclusion as a criterion. She 
commented on essay A’s conclusion saying, “...although the conclusion consists of 
just one sentence, it is to the point. It is short but in this kind of essay, a longer 
conclusion would have been superficial.” Although essay A offers a one-sentence 
restatement of the thesis statement, Neslihan found it sufficient. 
Logical connections between sentences  
Three interviewees (Seren, Behiye, Sally) mentioned this criterion. Among 
those three, Seren seemed to give priority to this criterion. 
While Sally and Tuğçe, who both ranked essay E as the best, emphasized its 
overall organization as a major contributor to its coherence, Neslihan and Behiye, 
who chose essay E as the worst, emphasized the presence of a proper thesis statement 
and topic sentences as the major contributor to coherence. Only Seren put the most 
emphasis on the connection between sentences when commenting on both the most 
and the least coherent essays.  
Throughout her analysis of the essays, Seren followed the texts sentence by 
sentence, commenting on the inter-sentential connection. Having said that she looked 
for the connection between ideas in the essays, she argued that the use of 
“connectors” such as “however,” or “although” is secondary to coherence. Yet, she 
seemed to give importance to establishing connection between ideas “explicitly,” as 
she put it elsewhere in the interview. For example, at one point, as she talked about 
the introduction of essay F, she emphasized that the writer should have “explicitly” 
established the connection between the concurrent sentences “The need for guns 
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cannot be abolished by banning them” and “As the crime decreases guns would be 
out of our lives.”  
Concerning Seren’s understanding of “explicit,” the data revealed that she 
mainly referred to referencing as part of “explicit” connection between sentences. To 
illustrate, she considered the introduction of essay E as coherent in terms of 
referencing. She says that the fourth sentence “there are many reasons...,” is 
connected to the next sentence because of the use of the reference word “these 
reasons,” which provides a smooth transition.  She says the following sentence, 
“Some people reject these reasons...,” is again  connected to the previous one via the 
use of the reference word “these reasons” again. She went on to say that this sentence 
gives “others’ opinions, counter-arguments” and then the following body paragraph 
starts with the sentence “Some people say that...,” which is connected to the previous 
sentence with the repetition of the word “some people.” 
Similar to Seren, Behiye also stated that she regards the use of conjunctions 
as secondary to coherence. Instead, Behiye said she gives more importance to 
presence of the thesis statement and topic sentences. Yet, as she put it, “For example, 
if he is writing a comparison-contrast essay, the student should be able to use 
comparison connectors like ‘similarly’ to make the essay flow.”  
Sally also briefly commented on inter-sentential connection as she explained 
why she gave the most importance to overall organization. She said that she assumed 
that if a student is able to structure the overall organization well, then that student 
will probably be able to make logical connection between sentences in the essay. 
Accordingly, Sally was not observed to comment on the quality of the essay in terms 
of the connection between sentences. 
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Use of Correct Expressions 
Both Tanju and Neslihan criticized essay E for the expression problems that it 
has, while Tuğçe mentioned good use of expressions as a strength of essay E.    
Whereas Neslihan and Behiye put the main emphasis on the lack of thesis 
statement and topic sentences in their criticism of essay E, Tanju repeatedly 
attributed the coherence problem with essay E to expression problems, which she 
thought stemmed from direct translation from Turkish. For example, she said, “In the 
introduction, the third sentence reads ‘personal use of guns is the subject of a 
controversy.’ I mean, instead of beginning with a structure like ‘it is’ or ‘there are,’ 
he seems to start thinking in Turkish.” Here, Tanju seems to mean that the new 
information in the introduction should be expressed by such structures as “it is,” or 
“there are,” although she did not explicitly say so. 
Although Tanju did not specify what she meant by expression problems, 
Neslihan explicitly articulated the failure to express given and new information 
appropriately as leading to coherence breakdown in essay E. Referring to the 
conclusion of essay E, she says: 
...he says “there are many factors” as if he is going to present new 
factors. He does not refer to what he has previously said. As I am just 
saying, he has given his argument, come to the gist, but then, abruptly, 
he makes such a sentence, it sounds as if he is going to say something 
new. With this sentence, he turned me back to check if he is saying 
something new. He had already forced me to go back to read the 
whole essay with the first sentence of the conclusion paragraph, now I 
have to go back again. The student has a problem of expressing 
himself. Maybe he does not know how to refer back. (Interview with 
Neslihan, April, 2003) 
 
Here, Neslihan seems to say that the expression “there are...” is used to introduce 
new information, so, as a reader, she expected to be presented with new ideas. 
However, as she read on, she found out that the student actually meant to summarize 
the main ideas that have been developed in the body paragraphs. In other words, the 
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wrong use of the expression “there are..” misled Neslihan as a reader, causing a 
coherence breakdown. 
Tuğçe also indicated that she pays attention to the use of correct expressions 
in the presentation of the factual data. However, in contrast to Tanju and Neslihan, 
she praised essay E for its good use of expressions. Talking about the first body 
paragraph of essay E, she said that the expression “A study reveals that..” followed 
by the statistical data “informs the reader about where the source comes from.” 
Clearly, like Tanju and Neslihan, Tuğçe believes that the way information is 
presented does render the text more coherent for the reader. 
A good overall organization 
Sally and Tuğçe, who chose essay E as the best stated that they give priority 
to the overall organization over all other criteria while judging the coherence of an 
essay. They went on to praise essay E for its overall organization. In contrast, 
although the three participants who chose essay E as the worst did not directly 
mention overall organization as a criterion for their judgment of coherence, they 
implied that they found the essay’s overall organization as poor. They described the 
organization as energy-consuming because they thought that it forces the reader to go 
back constantly to check the meaning, not allowing for a linear reading of the essay 
fluently. Thus, it appears that two highly conflicting interpretations emerge as to 
what constitutes “good” organization in an essay. 
Sally praises the overall organization of essay E: 
The overall organization is also very good. All the ideas in the 
introduction are developed in the body and all the body paragraphs 
follow the same line of reasoning: counter-argument, refutation and 
writer’s opinion... overall organization has priority to all the other 
criteria because if a student is awake enough and aware enough to 
really organize the whole essay first, they will be awake enough to 
logically organize connection between sentences (Interview with 
Sally, April, 2003). 
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Here, Sally describes an acceptable overall organization as developing all the major 
supporting ideas mentioned in the introduction in the body paragraphs and following 
the same line of reasoning in each of the body paragraphs. 
Just as Sally said that she gave “priority” to overall organization over “all the 
other criteria,” Tuğçe also found essay E coherent mainly due to its overall 
organization. However, she associates a good overall organization with the line of 
reasoning presented in essay E. The line of reasoning in essay E followed the route 
of presenting the counter-argument, its refutation, and then the writer’s opinion. 
Sally did not emphasize that it is the line of reasoning that makes the overall 
organization good; she just said that following the same line of reasoning in each 
body paragraph set a good overall organization.  Nevertheless, Tuğçe repeatedly 
emphasized the line of reasoning in particular presented in Essay E as a contributing 
factor to coherence. Tuğçe praised the line of reasoning in essay E saying that 
“...with the counter arguments in the beginning”, she could “read the argument more 
fluently.” Her position seems to stem from her belief that “there has to be a problem 
for you to start writing” and that the counter-argument “gives the purpose for 
writing.” She continued to expand on what she meant, stating that the counter-
argument “shows interaction with the reader who may believe in that counter-
argument or who is not familiar with either argument at all, and this informs the 
reader.” She concluded, “This is academic and makes the essay coherent for me.”   
Sally commented that a writer who can construct a good overall organization 
can be trusted to make the logical connections between sentences and thus overall 
organization is the essential criteria. Similarly, the reason Tuğçe provides for 
favoring a good overall organization is that “…no other criteria are as important as 
the overall organization of ideas and the support provided because if these exist, I 
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can make my own inferences for making the text coherent.” Clearly, both Sally and 
Tuğçe regard a good overall organization as of primary importance in comparison 
with logically connected sentences.  
Tanju did not mention the overall organization as a criterion, but her idea 
about the overall organization of essay E can be infered from what she said about 
essay B: “Refutation is done later in a separate paragraph. I mean the text has not 
been complicated by incorporating refutation into each body paragraph.” Apparently, 
she would criticize the line of reasoning presented in essay E, which was strongly 
advocated by Tuğçe, since essay E incorporates the counter-arguments into each 
body paragraph. This may explain in part, therefore, why Tanju ranked essay E as the 
worst since essay E addresses counter-arguments in each body paragraph, and Tanju 
believes that the counter-argument should be dealt with in a separate paragraph.  In 
this sense, Tanju conflicts with both Tuğçe and Sally, who appreciated the 
integration of the counter-arguments into the relevant body paragraphs in essay E 
and viewed this as contributing to coherence of the essay.  
Neslihan also comments that she found the presentation of the counter-
arguments in essay B problematic. She complained that the counter-arguments 
disrupted “the flow of the essay.” Yet, in contrast to Tanju, her objection is not to the 
incorporation of the counter-arguments into each body paragraph, but rather to the 
way the counter-arguments are presented to the reader:  
It is possible to present the counter-argument first and then move to 
your own opinion, but not in the way this student does. This student’s 
main problem is with the control over language. Otherwise, 
stylistically, it is possible to start with the counter-argument 
(Interview with Neslihan, April, 2003). 
 
The problem Neslihan detects in essay E is not that the counter-arguments are 
incorporated into the body paragraphs but rather that the student writer failed to do 
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this in a way that would facilitate easier reading. In fact, as she stated elsewhere too 
during the interview, Neslihan saw one problem with essay E as that of “control over 
language.” 
Parallelism in the sequencing of the major supporting ideas 
Two interviewees articulated that they looked for parallelism in the 
sequencing of the supporting ideas in the introduction and in the topic sentences of 
the body paragraphs.   
Talking about essay E, Behiye stated:  
There is a little bit of coherence, though, if you look at it very 
carefully. He starts with reasons for banning guns, he states 
“accidentally killed people.” This is what he says and  first in the 
introduction and in the first paragraph he talks about accidents. In the 
introduction, the second reason he gives is the short-temperedness of 
some people and he mentions that in the second paragraph (Interview 
with Behiye, April, 2003). 
  
Here, although she chose essay E as the least coherent, Behiye appreciates that there 
is some degree of coherence to essay E due to parallelism in sequencing.Therefore, it 
can be claimed that she expects the writer to follow the same sequence of the major 
supporting ideas in the body paragraphs as in the introduction. Behiye also pointed 
out breakdown in parallelism as one weakness of essay B, the essay she had ranked 
as the most coherent. She said, “...the third body paragraph is about the counter-
argument...he could have made this first body paragraph: that would make the essay 
more coherent because in the thesis statement he started with the counter-argument.” 
In other words, because the introduction of essay B starts with the counter-argument, 
Behiye expected the first body paragraph to be on the counter-argument. 
Although they differ in terms of the overall organization they expect, Sally 
and  Behiye agree on the importance of parallelism in sequencing. Talking about the 
introduction of essay E, Sally mentioned parallelism in sequencing:  
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The writer’s argument is the main point. So the counter-argument 
must be before the “there are many reasons” sentence. Its place 
disrupts the flow. And this order is not in line with the topic sentences 
either.This disrupts coherence (Interview with Sally, April, 2003). 
 
Here, as she says “...this order is not in line with the topic sentences...,” Sally expects 
the writer to present the counter-argument before the writer’s main argument in the 
introduction because the topic sentences of the body paragraphs consist of the 
counter-argument.  
Non-overlapping categorization of the major supporting ideas  
Two interviewees pointed out the importance of logical categorization of the 
major supporting ideas so that they do not overlap in terms of the information they 
reveal.  
In the interviews, Seren commented that the first and the second 
paragraphs of essay F are on the same topic, which is “self-defense,” as 
she says:  
…the ideas look as if he has made the list of all the ideas that has 
come to his mind rather than ...putting them together and grouping 
them. Like in the first two body paragraphs, the main ideas are the 
same because of poor grouping. Aha I say, as a reader, he is talking 
about the first reason, guns are “a guarantee to defend ourselves”. 
However, he talks about “defend” in the second paragraph too. So 
once again he is going back to the issue that he has already discussed. 
So, he is wasting my time by forcing me to think what is the 
distinction between these two paragraphs that does not really exist. 
This disrupts the coherence and tires me. (Interview with Sally, April, 
2003).  
 
Apparently, Seren thinks that when two paragraphs are on the same topic, she is 
forced to make a distinction, although in fact there is none. Therefore, reading the 
text becomes tiring and the text becomes incoherent. 
Tanju mentioned the same problem of overlapping in essay B, but from a 
different viewpoint:  
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...the main ideas of the first and the second body paragraphs seem to 
overlap. I mean there is the topic of “accidental killings” in both, but 
the main ideas are written as if they are different. The main ideas 
could have been expressed better, I guess. Their wording could have 
been different and this would solve the problem of overlapping 
(Interview with Tanju, April, 2003). 
 
Here, Tanju means that the topic sentences of the first and the second body 
paragraphs in essay B are different, but the examples given to support both of these 
topic sentences are on the same topic of “accidental killings”, so the examples 
overlap.   
Moving from general to specific information  
Two interviewees defined the same criterion, “moving from general to 
specific information,” as a contributing factor to coherence, but they did so by 
referring to different texts.  
Seren associates a good connection between ideas in the introduction with 
moving from “general to specific information.” She described essay E’s introduction 
as starting with the general topic “purposes for using guns,” and then moving to “the 
reasons related to the government” and further narrowed down to the topic of 
“personal use of guns.”  
Neslihan praises essay A for having a very good introduction paragraph 
because it moves from general to specific. When asked to illustrate what she means, 
Neslihan said, “For example, the student starts the introduction with gun usage as 
becoming common in Turkey and then in the second sentence provides the 
percentage of the people who keep personal guns at home in Turkey.” 
Interpretation of essay E may be seen as an inconsistent application of 
Neslihan’s criterion of moving from general to specific information. Essay E is 
praised by at least one other interviewee, Seren, for this very feature of moving from 
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general to specific. Neslihan, however, did not refer to it when talking about essay E, 
the essay she had chosen as the worst in terms of coherence.  
Non-cross-sectional Analysis 
 This section introduces the unique patterns that emerged during the 
interviews. There was the criterion “title,” raised by only one interviewee, Behiye. In 
addition, only Tuğçe mentioned the factor of personal bias that she believed 
interfered with one’s judgment of coherence.   
Title  
It was only Behiye who said that she looked for a title that reflects the 
writer’s stance as a contributing factor to coherence. The very first comment she 
makes about essay B, which she chose as the best, is that the title reads “stop using 
guns”, which informs her that “he is against personal use of guns.” Similarly, the 
very first criticism she made about essay E is that the title does not give her “any idea 
about whether the writer is for or against personal use of guns.” 
Subjectivity as a rater 
During the interview, one interesting point Tuğçe made was the confession 
that she tended to be biased when assessing students’ essays. She said, “I think I am 
subjective when assessing students’ paper. For example, I tend to give lower marks 
to students who argue for an idea that I do not agree with.” When asked to give an 
example from the essays she had ranked, she replied: 
Essay C, for example, argues for legalizing personal use of guns. I 
decided that it is a worse essay than essay B because of his position. 
Nobody can convince me that legalizing guns is acceptable no matter 
how well they argue for it. I become more careful while assessing 
such a paper and question every single support suspiciously. Look at 
my remarks here in Essay C: it is full of questions like “why”? “why 
not?” To be honest, I was not so nitpicking with Essay B, for 
example. So my subjective approach also affects my understanding of 
coherence as well (Interview with Tuğçe, April, 2003). 
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Although none of the other participants mentioned such subjectivity, a closer 
analysis of their assessment of the essays seems to reveal a certain degree of bias in 
their application of the same self-chosen criterion. In fact, the interviewees seemed to 
be more tolerant of the coherence breakdowns in their “best” essays. To illustrate, 
Tanju did not regard the problem with connection between sentences in the essay she 
had chosen as the most coherent, as she commented:  
...here his topic is “makes the owners agressive” but the example is 
about “people killed by accidents” The relationship between the two 
has not been established. We understand it because we know the 
topic. People use guns because they become aggressive and then 
cause accidents. But I think anyone who reads this could figure out 
this relation, so there is not a serious coherence breakdown here 
(Interview with Tanju, April, 2003). 
 
However, Tanju had criticized essay E for the very same problem of not explicitly 
establishing the connection between the sentences, which, as she claimed, forces 
readers to make their own inferences. In addition to Tanju’s contradictory application 
of the same criterion, Sally and Seren were observed to apply the criterion regarding 
signaling what comes next inconsistently to the texts that they had chosen as the best 
and the worst. They seemed to stress that criterion as important in the worst essay, 
while disregarding it in the best essay. 
 
Conclusion 
On the basis of both the quantitative and qualitative data presented in this 
section, it can be concluded that there is not a very clear shared understanding of the 
term “coherence” among the teachers at DBE, METU. The Kendall’s W value, the 
descriptive analysis, as well as the frequencies for each of the student essays in the 
survey, demonstrated a wide range of essay-sequencing among the teachers. The 
interview results also demonstrated the existence of diverse conceptions of 
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coherence. Just as there were differences between the two groups of interviewees 
who had placed essay E in the two extreme ranks, there were also discrepancies 
among the interviewees who had placed essay E in the same rank. Furthermore, there 
were inconsistencies within the individual interviewees when they were applying the 
same criteria to different essays.   
The interview results clarified some of the possible points of discrepancies 
among the participants in the survey. The two participants who had chosen essay E 
as the worst reported that the major problem causing coherence breakdown in essay 
E was the lack of a proper thesis statement and topic sentences. They believed that 
proper thesis statements and topic sentences enable the reader to know what to 
expect in the rest of an essay, thus rendering the essay coherent. The other participant 
who chose essay E as the worst pointed out the problem of lack of proper topic 
sentences as well, but thought that there was a thesis statement, which was wrongly 
placed.  This participant emphasized the expression problems as the most serious 
problem with essay E. All the three participants asserted that essay E forces the 
reader to go back to check the meaning all the time, which prevents the reader from 
processing the essay easily and fluently. Those who had chosen essay E as the best 
differed in their opinions of what proper thesis statement and topic sentences are.   
On the other hand, two interviewees who had chosen essay E as the best 
emphasized its overall conceptual organization as the most important factor that 
contributes to the coherence of the essay. This overall conceptual organization 
consisted of the presentation of, respectively, the counter-argument, refutation of the 
counter-argument, factual information to support the writer’s argument, and finally 
the writer’s argument itself. However, this very organization of the information was 
criticized by all the three interviewees who had chosen essay E as the worst, because 
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they expected the writer’s argument to be placed earlier in the introduction and to be 
repeated at the beginning of the body paragraphs. On the other hand, the third 
interviewee who had chosen essay E as the best analyzed the essay sentence by 
sentence, accounting for the essay’s coherence by pointing to the logical connection 
made between the sentences.  In terms of the connection between the sentences, she 
mentioned mainly referencing and explicitly established cause-effect relationships.  
As for the inconsistencies observed within the individual participants, Tanju, 
Seren, and Sally appeared to fail to apply their self-chosen criteria consistently to the 



























CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION 
 
Overview of the Study 
 
This research study investigated two main issues: 1) which features of 
coherence the teachers consider in assessing student essays, and 2) the extent to 
which the EFL teachers at the Department of Basic English (DBE), Middle East 
Technical University (METU) demonstrate a standard understanding of coherence in 
their holistic assessment of student essays.  
There are two broad approaches to understanding and analyzing the concept 
of coherence: text-based and reader-based. This study drew primarily on a reader-
based theory of coherence, which asserts that the extent to which a text is coherent 
depends on the reader’s knowledge of the world and rhetorical structures. Thus, no 
text in and of itself can guarantee a standard degree of coherence; different readers 
will interpret a text as displaying different degrees of coherence. On the basis of a 
reader-based theory of coherence, it could be expected that EFL teachers who are 
supposed to assess student writings as part of their professional responsibilities 
would display a certain amount of disparity in terms of their judgments of coherence 
of the sample student essays. This is because those teachers’ perceptions of 
coherence may be affected by either their world knowledge or knowledge of 
rhetorical structures.  
 The first step of the study involved a survey that required 59 teachers at 
DBE, METU to rank-order six sample student essays from the most coherent to the 
least coherent. The results indicated the greatest inconsistency in their rankings of 
essay E. Therefore, three participants who had chosen essay E as the worst and three 
who had chosen essay E as the best were selected to be interviewed. These 
interviews constituted the second step of the study.  
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Both the survey and interview results demonstrated that there is not a shared 
understanding of the term “coherence” among the teachers at DBE, METU. The 
Kendall’s W value, the descriptive analysis as well as the frequencies for each of the 
student essays in the survey showed disagreement among the participants in terms of 
their judgments of coherence of the sample student essays. The interview results 
further supported the existence of diverse conceptions of coherence. Not only were 
there differences between the two group of interviewees who had placed essay E in 
the two extreme ranks, but also there were disparities among the interviewees who 
had placed essay E in the same rank. Moreover, the individual interviewees were 
observed to apply the same criteria to different essays inconsistently.   
This chapter attempts to respond to the research questions. The chapter first 
discusses the results by drawing on the coherence features mentioned in the text-
based theories of coherence and then relates the results to a reader-based theory of 
coherence. Next, it presents the pedagogical implications based on the results, the 
limitations of the study, and the implications for further research. The chapter 
concludes with final remarks concerning the insights gained by the researcher 
through conducting this study. 
Discussion of the Results 
The results of the study clarified the teachers’ conceptions of coherence, 
which facilitated accounting for the discrepancy among the participants in terms of 
their rankings of the same sample student essays. The text-based coherence features 
mentioned in the literature enabled the researcher to interpret and structure the 
available data, while the reader-based theory of coherence allowed for explaining the 
variance in the participants’ rankings of the student essays. Below is a discussion of 
the results first in relation to text-based theories of coherence under the subheadings 
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of “coherence criteria applied by the interviewees” and “patterns of variation in the 
interviewees’ understandings of coherence” and then in relation to a reader-based 
theory of coherence under the subheading of “the results in relation to a reader-based 
theory.”     
Coherence Criteria Applied by Teachers 
The interviewees’ expectations of a coherent text were largely in compliance 
with various coherence features that have been specified by the text-based theories of 
coherence. These coherence features that the interviewees raised can be divided into 
three parts as in the literature: 1) global coherence, 2) local coherence, 3) cohesion. 
The criteria that were not identified in the literature follow under the title of 4) 
coherence criteria not mentioned in the literature.  
Global coherence 
Concerning global coherence between larger segments of a text, some of the 
interviewees mentioned thesis statement and topic sentences as an indispensable part 
of the overall organization. In the literature, the criteria of the thesis statement and 
topic sentences, which some of the interviewees considered as the most important 
contributors to the coherence of the student essays, are emphasized as factors 
contributing to the overall unity of a text by Pilus (1996) and Nunnaly (1991).  
However, Johns and Paz (1997), as well as Leki (2001), assert that there is 
little agreement over what a proper thesis statement and a proper topic sentence are 
in the ELT field. In fact, the interviews confirmed this vagueness over what makes a 
proper thesis statement and topic sentence. While some interviewees (Neslihan and 
Behiye) expected a thesis statement and a topic sentence to both “nominalize to 
thematize” and “nominalize to evaluate” in Martin’s (1997) terms, some other 
interviewees (Seren and Sally) were satisfied if there is nominalization to thematize 
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in the introduction of the essay. However, it must be noted that Seren expected 
nominalization to thematize in the topic sentences of the essay she had chosen the 
worst, but seemed to disregard the lack of nominalization to thematize in the topic 
sentences of the essay she had chosen the best. This was indeed one inconsistency in 
application of the criterion observed in Seren’s interview. Tanju agreed with 
Neslihan and Behiye on their expectations of what a proper topic sentence is, but 
concentrated on the placement of the thesis statement in the introduction rather than 
what type of nominalization it contains. In addition, Behiye looked for 
nominalization to evaluate in the title, as she said that she expected the title to reflect 
the writer’s stance.  
All the interviewees who mentioned the criteria of proper thesis statement 
and topic sentences believed that these criteria enable the reader to know what to 
expect in the rest of the essay, thus rendering the essay coherent. In this sense, 
Martin’s (1997) idea that a coherent essay signals what comes next through 
nominalization is shared by these participants. Three participants agreed with 
Martin’s assertion that a coherent text summarizes what has been said throughout the 
text.  
However, it must be noted that Nunnaly views the criteria of thesis statement 
and topic sentences in a five-paragraph-theme essay as a kind of scaffolding for 
novice writers and not as an absolute. Therefore, it can be argued that other means of 
conceptualizing overall organization for the purpose of coherence are available. In 
fact, Hoey’s problem-solution frame for overall organization, the application of 
which in ELT writing classes has been advocated by Johns and Paz (1997), seems to 
have been embraced by some of the interviewees in the study. Tuğçe and Sally’s 
conceptualizations of the overall organization, for example, did not emphasize 
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Nunnaly’s conceptualization involving an introduction with a thesis statement, body 
paragraphs with topic sentences, and a conclusion. Rather, their emphasis was on the 
line of reasoning that followed the sequence of the counter-argument, refutation, 
support for the writer’s argument, and finally the writer’s claim. This line of 
reasoning seems to be compatible with Hoey’s problem-solution structure which 
follows the sequence of the situation-the problem-the writer’s response-evaluation of 
the writer’s response. To be more precise, the counter-argument sets the situation; 
refutation provides the information about what the problem is with the counter-
argument; and the writer’s claim is the response by the writer. Tuğçe’s and Sally’s 
line of reasoning excludes only the evaluation part, which Johns and Paz (1997) state 
as optional.  
As regards global coherence between clauses and sentences, Seren claimed 
that she put the emphasis on the conceptual relationships between sentences rather 
than between larger segments of the essays, that is the overall organization. 
Noordman and Sanders’s (2000) observation that readers look more for cause and 
effect relationships to form a coherent understanding of a text has been confirmed in 
Seren’s interview. Seren repeatedly asked the question “why?” expecting the writer 
to establish the cause and effect relationships between sentences so as to make the 
essay more coherent for the reader. 
Local coherence 
As for local coherence features, “nominalization to thematize and evaluate” 
(Martin, 1997) appeared as an important coherence feature in Behiye’s, Neslihan’s 
and Tanju’s interviews. What they described as thesis statement and topic sentences 
implied nominalization. Although nominalization is a local coherence feature, these 
interviewees’ idea of nominalization determined their judgments of the overall 
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organizations of the essays; therefore, this component was dealt with in the previous 
section “global coherence.” Only Seren mentioned nominalization to thematize 
without relating it to the overall organization, she commented that the term “reasons” 
must exist in the introduction of the essay as well as in the topic sentences so that the 
rhetorical structure can be made explicit. Tuğçe’s point that the insertion of such 
expressions as “a study reveals that...” before presenting the statistical data 
contributes to the coherence of the text can also be regarded as nominalization to 
thematize. 
Two interviewees (Neslihan and Tanju) voiced their concerns about how the 
given-new information is arranged through certain grammatical structures such as 
“there is,” an expression used to indicate new information. Apparently, for these 
teachers, grammatical structures function as signposts for the direction and 
organization of texts, so the choice of grammatical structures should not be arbitrary. 
This approach is in line with Vande Kopple’s (1997) idea that false indication of the 
given-new information often leads to incoherent texts. 
None of the interviewees paid attention to topicalization, which means that 
the noun phrase in the syntactically subject position of a sentence is the focal point of 
that sentence. Neither were the interviewees observed to use the topical structure 
analysis as a means of evaluating how coherent the texts were. The criterion of 
topicalization was not indicated by any of the participants in the “comments” section 
of the survey, either. The reason why the interviewees did not pay attention to 
topicalization may be that other coherence criteria that the interviewees emphasized 
are relatively of greater importance. When the interviewees identified problems with 
those criteria that they presumably considered of more immediate importance, they 
may not have thought of examining topicalization, perceiving it as a minor detail. 
 79 
Since the interviewees did not pay attention to topicalization, they automatically did 
not apply topical structure analysis as a means of checking how coherent the essays 
were. Instead, they seemed to apply more of Grabe and Kaplan’s (1996) method to 
check the development of the essay in terms of how well an essay “subordinates, 
coordinates, and superordinates” (Connor and Farmer, 1999). In other words, they 
checked the overall organization of the essays to see whether the essays provide a 
main idea, adequate support for that main idea, and a conclusion that wraps up the 
argument.   
Cohesion 
Regarding the traditional conception of coherence, which involves cohesive 
devices, Seren and Behiye pointed out that the use of conjunctions is of secondary 
importance in terms of coherence. Repetition of key words and/or their synonyms 
were mentioned by four interviewees as a coherence feature, but did not appear as 
their main criterion, either. Tanju put the strongest emphasis on the repetition of key 
words. She commented that when there is little semantic relation between the topics 
of the concurrent sentences, then it means that the writer has diverted from the main 
topic. Although Seren claimed that she put the emphasis on the conceptual 
relationships between sentences, she was observed to look for “explicit” indicators of 
those relationships. For example, she put the emphasis on the coherence feature of 
referencing while judging the introduction of essay E. She also seemed to look for 
repetition of the key words, although she did not say that she did so. When she 
expected the writer of essay F to make explicit the cause-effect relationships between 
the ideas “powerful guns,” “gangs,” and “personal guns” that appear in concurrent 
sentences, she actually seemed to expect the writer to repeat the key word “personal 
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guns” in these sentences to make the bridge from the idea of “powerful guns” to the 
main topic “personal guns.”  
Coherence Criteria Not Mentioned In the Literature 
The interviewees were also observed to apply some criteria that the researcher 
did not find discussed in the literature. One of them is parallelism in the sequencing 
of the major supporting ideas in the introduction and in the body paragraphs. By 
having the major ideas in the body paragraphs follow the same order as they are 
stated in the introduction, the reader is able to know what to expect in which 
paragraph, and this further contributes to coherence. Another criterion is that the 
major supporting ideas should not logically overlap. The criterion of non-overlapping 
categorization of the major supporting ideas was emphasized by some of the 
participants in the study, but it is not a criterion of coherence that could be found in 
the literature. As Seren pointed out, the violation of this criterion disrupts the flow of 
the essay because if two body paragraphs are actually on the same topic, they force 
the reader to seek some kind of distinction between the two paragraphs that does not 
actually exist, thus demanding more effort for comprehension. The reason why this 
criterion does not take place in the literature is probably that it is taken for granted 
that such overlap is not acceptable. 
Patterns of Variation in the Interviewees’ Understandings of Coherence 
The quantitative results from the survey clearly showed disparity among the 
participants in terms of their judgments of coherence. Kendall W’s result of the 
rankings revealed 50% disagreement among the participants’ choices of ranking, 
which points to not only a statistically significant result but also a remarkable degree 
of lack of consensus among the participants. Such a lack of consensus may clearly 
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present problems in a language teaching institution where students essays are 
assessed.  
What can be inferred from the interviews seems to confirm Sperber and 
Wilson’s (1996) assertion that the greater the processing effort, the lower the 
relevance and coherence of a text. Most of the interviewees repeatedly described the 
essay that they had judged to be as having the lowest coherence as being “energy-
consuming,” “difficult to follow,” “exhausting to read.” However, the interviewees 
had different reasons for this problem of the essays demanding greater processing 
effort. The main distinction that can be made between the various readers in terms of 
their perceptions of coherence seems to be related to whether they pay attention to 
global or local coherence features. As the interview results revealed, while some of 
the interviewees paid attention to the conceptual organization (i.e., global 
coherence), others focused on the linguistic markers (i.e., local coherence) that would 
reveal those conceptual relationships between parts of a text.  
The interviewees’ emphasis on either global or local coherence features as the 
most effective factor contributing to the coherence of an essay appears to be the main 
reason for the discrepancies among them in terms of their rankings of the sample 
student essays. Tuğçe and Sally gave priority to whether there is a discernable and 
consistently followed conceptualization of the content; that is they were more 
concerned with whether there is an underlying organization to the essay rather than 
with the presence of an explicitly stated thesis statement or topic sentences. In this 
sense, Tuğçe and Sally put the emphasis on global coherence between larger 
segments of the essay. Interestingly, they both chose essay E as the most coherent for 
fulfilling this criterion. Similarly, Seren, who also rated essay E as the best, seemed 
to share Tuğçe and Neslihan’s approach that coherence is created by means of 
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following a consistent line of reasoning because she accepted the topic sentences of 
essay E as proper. Seren also claimed that she stressed the importance of the 
conceptual connections between sentences rather than between larger segments of 
the essay. Although this means focusing on “smaller units of the essay,” inter-
sentential connections are also considered a global coherence feature. Seren’s 
interview results did reveal that, although she claimed to put the emphasis on the 
conceptual relationships between ideas, she was observed at times to actually expect 
the writer to establish the logical connections between the ideas explicitly such as 
through referencing or nominalization. Therefore, she seemed to be more concerned 
with cohesion and local coherence features. However, her rating of essay E as the 
best seems to be mainly due to the fact that she did not look for such local coherence 
features as a traditional thesis statement and topic sentences. In other words, 
although she was not as explicit as Tuğçe and Sally, Seren might have been 
considering broader global features of overall organization as well. Therefore, it may 
be argued that those who had rated essay E as the best were concentrating on global 
coherence features. 
In contrast to those who had chosen essay E as the best, Neslihan, Behiye, 
and Tanju gave more emphasis to the presence of an explicitly stated thesis statement 
or topic sentences. In other words, they gave priority to local coherence features like 
nominalization in their conceptualization of the global coherence features. All of 
these participants chose essay E as the least coherent mainly for not displaying 
proper thesis statement and topic sentences. Hence, it can be claimed that those who 




Results in Relation to a Reader-based Theory 
The main thrust of this study was to explore how a reader-based theory of 
coherence might apply in an EFL context. On the basis of the reader-based approach 
to coherence, the expected answer to the second research question was that the 
participants in the study would have diverse perceptions of coherence.  
The discrepancies among the interviewees’ judgments of the coherence of the 
sample student essays as well as the inconsistencies within the individual 
interviewees in their judgments seem to validate a reader-based theory of coherence. 
However, it is also possible that the participants were not adequately trained in the 
application of text-based coherence features. 
According to a reader-based theory of coherence, while processing a text, the 
intended meaning of the writer is constructed through previously acquired 
knowledge; a text only provides guidance for readers to achieve this meaning. The 
reader-based theory of coherence makes a distinction between content and formal 
schemata, the former of which is about the information presented in the text, and the 
latter about the expectations of rhetorical structures employed in the text.  
On the basis of the interview results, it can be concluded that formal schema 
influenced the teachers’ perceptions of coherence more significantly than content 
schema. The formal schema theory asserts that recognizing the rhetorical structuring 
of a text will make the text more accessible to the receiver and thus create a more 
coherent mental model of the text in the reader’s mind. The main point causing 
disparity among the interviewees was the overall rhetorical structure of the essays; 
therefore, it can be said that it was the formal schema that mainly determined the 
EFL teachers’ judgments of coherence in these essays.  
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In accordance with the effect of the formal schema, the interview results seem 
to confirm Sanford and Moxey’s (1995) research results to some extent. On the basis 
of empirical research, Sanford and Moxey (1995) argued that if readers focus on the 
global coherence features and find them satisfactory, then they may be inclined to 
overlook problems with local coherence and thus judge the text as coherent overall. 
The reverse is also true. In other words, the readers may ignore the “ambiguity” in 
the text due to “incomplete analysis” (p. 180) of either the local or global coherence 
features. The interview results appear to support this claim. The interviewees who 
focused on the overall conceptual organization of the essays tended to ignore 
problems with local coherence. Sally and Tuğçe concentrated mainly on the line of 
reasoning presented in essay E and found it coherent, so they overlooked the fact that 
essay B displays “better” local coherence features in terms of the very same local 
coherence features that they praised in essay E. For example, Tuğçe said that she 
gave importance to the use of such expressions as “the study reveals that...” before 
presenting factual data. However, if essay B is closely studied, it can be argued to 
demonstrate more of such expressions. In fact, Tanju and Neslihan criticize essay E 
for expression problems, which indicates problems with local coherence. Therefore, 
it may be concluded that Tuğçe was actually more concerned with the global 
coherence features; local coherence features had secondary importance for her. As an 
example of the reverse situation, Neslihan,Tanju, and Behiye seem to be so focused 
on such local coherence features as nominalization through thesis statement and topic 
sentences that they seem to disregard the consistent overall structure presented in 
essay E and thus place it at the other extreme of the coherence spectrum.       
As for the effect of content schema, the situational knowledge of the 
interviewees can be assumed to have been established by the prompt provided. Two 
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of the interviewees (Tuğçe and Tanju) articulated awareness of the fact that the 
writer should be writing with the assumption that the reader is not familiar with the 
given prompt. However, what they meant by this criterion differed in accordance 
with what sort of overall organization they associated with a coherent text. 
Considering this point, it seems that the formal schema played a more important role 
than content schema in the variance among the interviewees’ judgments.  
In terms of the effect of the situational knowledge, one factor was articulated 
by an interviewee as interfering with individual readers’ judgments of coherence. 
This factor was the affective factor “bias,” as Tuğçe defined it. She reported that if 
she does not agree with the student writer’s point of view, she is inclined to read that 
student’s essay with less tolerance of the coherence breakdowns in the essay. In fact, 
a closer analysis of the other interviewees’ judgments of their best and worst essays 
revealed inconsistencies in the way that they apply the same criterion to different 
essays, which may also be indicative of such a bias.    
Pedagogical Implications 
The results of the study carry some implications that might be utilized in 
language institutions where writing is taught and assessed. One of these implications 
is related to how coherence in writing can be taught. First, it is interesting that the 
criterion of non-overlapping categorization of the major supporting ideas was 
emphasized by some of the participants in the study, but it is not a criterion of 
coherence that could be found in the literature. What accounts for the lack of this 
criterion in the literature is likely to be that it is taken for granted that such overlap is 
not acceptable. However, viewing this criterion as obvious and thus not worth 
mentioning may cause some novice practitioners to overlook such a coherence 
problem with student writings. The fact that some of the interviewees did not 
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mention this problem of logical overlap of the major supporting ideas in the essays in 
which it clearly occurs (e.g., essay F) suggests that missing such coherence errors is 
possible. Another reason for the lack of this criterion in the literature may be that the 
concept of coherence is often explored by means of analyzing well-written texts, as 
Givon (1995) criticizes. However, this study was conducted by using authentic 
essays by EFL students, who seem to be committing the flaw of writing logically 
overlapping supporting ideas. Some of the participants in the survey asserted that this 
lack of clarity of thinking reflected in the writing leads to incoherent texts. It is 
possible that EFL students are inclined to demonstrate this type of flaw. Therefore, it 
may be claimed that this criterion of global coherence be emphasized in EFL writing 
classes as well as in writing materials.  
Second, neither the interviewees nor the participants in the survey mentioned 
the criterion of topicalization as a means of assessing how coherent a student essay 
is. One possible reason for their not applying this criterion can be that the 
participants perceived other criteria as more seriously disrupting the coherence of the 
essays, dismissing topicalization as a minor detail. When there are major conceptual 
flaws in an essay disrupting the overall organization in an essay, the criterion of 
topicalization may be regarded as of secondary importance. If the sample essays are 
to be taken as representative of the quality of EFL writing and the interviewees’ 
judgments of coherence as valid, it may be argued that the study of topicalization in 
the EFL writing classes should not be given priority over other criteria such as 
overall conceptualization of the essay. In other words, the results of the study seem 
to imply a certain sequencing of the teaching of the coherence criteria, which starts 
with overall organization and only later moves to topicalization.  
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Another implication that can be made from the results of the study is 
concerned with the assessment of EFL writing. First, the interviews demonstrated 
that the raters tend to give priority to certain criteria over others, resulting in 
discrepancies in the ordering of the essays in terms of their coherence. Second, the 
interviewees were observed to interpret the same criterion in different ways, the most 
obvious difference being in their interpretations of what an acceptable overall 
organization for the student essays is. This discrepancy among the raters is likely to 
mean unstandardized and hence unfair assessment of student writings. Therefore, for 
the purpose of standardization among the raters, a language institution has to specify 
the priority that should be given to each coherence feature. To be more precise, the 
institution must clarify the points that should be assigned for each coherence 
criterion in the rating scale, along with clear definition of each criterion.  
Moreover, it is strongly recommended that the decision of how many points 
to assign to each criterion be made through negotiation among the raters themselves. 
This is because of the possible bias that the individual teachers may hold regardless 
of the rating scale dictated by the administration. The possible existence of such a 
personal bias interfering with standard evaluation of student writings was revealed by 
the comment that one of the interviewees made. Tuğçe said that she is inclined to be 
less tolerant of the coherence breakdowns of a student essay that presents an 
argument she personally does not believe in. Although only Tuğçe confessed to this, 
the inconsistencies that were observed in some of the other participants’ applications 
of the same criterion to different essays indicate that they may have been affected by 
such “biases” as well. Hence, personal bias is a factor that should be taken into 
consideration while attempting to optimize standardization across an institution. This 
factor may be partially eliminated by involving the raters themselves in the decision-
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making process and by encouraging group discussions towards a consensus on the 
rating scale for assessing student essays.  
Finally, the teachers who participated in the interviews seemed to have overly 
broad descriptions for some of the coherence features such as “expression problems.” 
In this sense, the terms offered in the literature could be beneficial for rendering the 
coherence features more precise. To illustrate, what Neslihan and Tanju pointed out 
as “expression problems” is specified in the literature as expressing “the given-new 
information structure.” Instructing raters in the meaning of the term “given-new 
information structure” could clarify this particular type of expression problem 
encountered in the text. In doing so, it may help to distinguish it from other types of 
expression problems such as failure to use the connectors in an accurate way (e.g., 
expressing similarities with the language of contrast), or failure to nominalize the 
information that will follow in the essay (see Appendix F for a sample checklist to be 
built on).  
Limitations of the Study 
One of the limitations of the study involved the collection of the data. Only 
170 out of the total 196 teachers expressed willingness to participate in the study and 
ultimately, only 59 out of these 170 participants turned in the surveys. The main 
reason for this relatively low turnout was the teachers’ heavy workload. The fact that 
the data collection procedure coincided with DBE’s midterm exam period turned out 
to be a discouraging factor for the participants to complete surveys involving essay 
ranking. 
The second limitation of the study was related to the choice of the sample 
student essays for the interviews. It made sense to choose the best and worst essays 
as a means of eliciting the interviewees’ understandings of coherence. However, as 
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the data analysis indicated, the individual interviewees demonstrated conflicting 
applications of their self-chosen coherence features to different essays. Therefore,  
follow-up interviews could have been done to encourage the interviewees to analyze 
another sample student essay and further clarify their perceptions. To illustrate, those 
who had chosen essay E as the worst could have been asked to comment on essay B 
or essay A, which the others had chosen as the best.    
Having only the researcher do the categorization and interpretation of the 
qualitative data analysis was also another limitation of the study. Having another 
person classify the data as well could have ensured a higher degree of reliability. 
Although the participants confirmed the categorization that the researcher derived 
from the data, broader understandings could have been achieved had multiple 
interpreters been involved. 
Finally, it must be noted that the results of the study cannot be generalized to 
other contexts since they are situation-specific. The results are immediately 
applicable only to the Department of Basic English at the Middle East Technical 
University.    
Suggestions for Further Research 
Some of the questions raised in the process of conducting this research could 
stimulate further studies. First, for further research, the scope of the study could be 
broadened. The same study could be replicated with more participants at other 
institutions to see if similar results are obtained. Another possibility would be to 
replicate this study, which employed argumentative student essays as a means of 
revealing teachers’ judgments of coherence, with other types of EFL writing ranging 
from informative to narrative.   
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Another possible avenue of future research would be to provide the raters 
with an analytic rating scale designed to specify a standard set of coherence features. 
In addition, as suggested in the pedagogical implications section, the rating scale 
could specify points for each coherence criteria and the raters would be encouraged 
to join standardization sessions. It would be illuminating to see how similar the 
raters’ judgments of coherence of the same sample student essays would be if they 
were to use an analytic rating scale. It may be assumed that a much higher degree of 
consistency among raters’ judgments of the essays than what the results of the 
present study revealed could be achieved through such a study. Yet, the variance of 
the diversion from the specified criteria in sample student essays is likely to still 
render straightforward standardization improbable. This is why it would be 
interesting to see the extent to which a pre-determined set of criteria with points 
specified can lead to standardization. Such a study could indeed reveal valuable data 
about the extent to which raters’ personal biases affect their judgments of the quality 
of an essay.   
Conclusion 
 
 The results of this study demonstrate that EFL teachers who are supposed to 
assess the quality of student writing may have diverse perceptions of coherence, 
which appears to validate a reader-based theory of coherence. Even when the term 
“coherence” is avoided due to its ambiguity, other more specific terms for coherence 
features such as “thesis statement” seem to lead to diversity as well, thus requiring 
further specification of what elements it involves. Furthermore, as indicated by the 
findings, though mainly so, it is not only the different expectations of rhetorical 
structures that caused the discrepancy but also situational knowledge as well as some 
affective factors. Therefore, what the findings seem to point to is a cautious attitude 
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towards the notion that coherence can be defined by means of some specific textual 
features alone, be it cohesion or other textual criteria offered by the discourse-based 
theories of coherence. Such a caution towards what makes a text coherent for EFL 
writing teachers may enable a language institution to assume a more realistic 
approach towards standardization across raters of student writing. In other words, as 
the findings suggest, although a high degree of standardization can be achieved 
through specification of the expected textual features, absolute standardization may 
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WRITING EXAM RATING SCALE OF DBE, METU, 2003 
                    WRITING GRADING SCALE 
 








- One paragraph of required length and form. 
- At least one of the techniques to provide background info and to  
capture attention used appropriately. 
- Thesis statement present and appropriate containing the full subject 
 of the essay and the aspects of the subject that will be developed in  
the body paragraphs. 
- Ideas well organized. 
- Connectedness (through repetition, rephrasing or referencing)  
maintained throughout the paragraph. Appropriate and varied use  
of connectors. 
- Appropriate in style (consistency in register). 
- Free from grammatical errors (one or two minor mistakes acceptable).  
- A good range of appropriate vocabulary. 
7-8 Good 
- One paragraph of good length (length a little more or less than required) and in 
the correct paragraph form. 
- Thesis statement present and appropriate containing the full subject of the 
essay and the aspects of the subject that will be developed in the body 
paragraphs. 
- Almost all ideas relevant to the given topic; key word(s) / phrase(s) exploited 
in paragraph; all the ideas credible. 
- Ideas well organized. 
- Connectedness (through repetition, rephrasing or referencing) maintained in 
most part. 
- One or two linking words may be missing or misused. 
- Mostly appropriate in style  (consistent in register with the exception of one or 
two instances). 
- Grammatical errors in about one fourth of the paragraph not affecting 
communication.  






- Much longer or a little shorter than required length. 
- Not written in paragraph form (i.e. each sentence written on a separate line) or 
more than one paragraph. 
- Thesis statement present but may not be appropriate. 
- Lacks variety of ideas; one third of the ideas irrelevant. 
-  Ideas not very well organized. 
- Connectedness (through repetition, rephrasing or referencing) not maintained 
in one third of the paragraph. 
- Some connectors missing or misused. 
- Mostly appropriate in style (consistent in register with the exception of one or 
two instances). 
- Grammatical errors in about half of the paragraph not affecting 
communication.  
- Limited range of vocabulary; mostly appropriate. 
3-4 Weak 
 
 Near to adequate level in general scope, but inadequate because of one 
or more of the following:  
a) numerous errors causing the reader to have problems in making out the 
message, 
b) too elementary an approach; obvious lack of basic writing skills, 
c) serious irrelevance to the given topic; i.e. does not answer the given topic but 
some other aspect of it, 
d) too short. 
1-2 Very 
poor 
Lack of basic knowledge of English is obvious. 
0 Nil No attempt to do the task at all. 
 








- One paragraph of required length and form. 
- Topic sentence present and appropriate including the full topic word/ 
phrase(s) mentioned in the thesis statement, and the controlling idea. 
- All supporting ideas completely relevant to the given topic; key word(s) 
phrase(s) exploited in pharagraph; all ideas credible; variety of ideas. 
- Ideas well organized. 
- Connectedness (through repetition, rephrasing or referencing) maintained 
throughout the paragraph. Appropriate and varied use of connectors. 
- Appropriate in style (consistency in register). 
- Free from grammatical errors (one or two minor mistakes acceptable).  
- Complete control over choice and arrangement of words. 





- One paragraph of good length (length a little more or less than required) 
and in the correct paragraph form. 
- Topic sentence present and appropriate including the full topic word/ 
phrase(s) mentioned in the thesis statement, and the controlling idea. 
- Almost all supporting ideas relevant to the given topic; key word(s) / 
phrase(s) exploited in paragraph; all the ideas credible; variety of ideas. 
- Ideas well organized. 
- Connectedness (through repetition, rephrasing or referencing) maintained in 
most part. 
- One or two linking words may be missing or misused. 
- Mostly appropriate in style  (consistent in register with the exception of one 
or two instances). 
- Grammatical errors in about one fourth of the paragraph not affecting 
communication.  






- Much longer or a little shorter than required length. 
- Not written paragraph form (i.e. each sentence written on a separate line) or 
more than one paragraph. 
- Topic sentence present and appropriate. 
- Lacks variety of ideas; one third of the supporting ideas irrelevant. 
- Ideas not very well organized. 
- Connectedness (through repetition, rephrasing or referencing) not 
maintained in the third of the paragraph. 
- Some linking words missing or misused. 
- Mostly appropriate in style (consistent in register with the exception of one 
or two instances). 
- Grammatical errors in about half of the paragraph not affecting 
communication.  





 Near to adequate level in general scope, but inadequate because of 
one or more of the following:  
a) numerous errors causing the reader to have problems in making out the 
message, 
b) too elementary an approach; obvious lack of basic writing skills, 
c) serious irrelevance to the given topic; i.e. does not answer the given topic 
but some other aspect of it, 





Lack of basic knowledge of English is obvious. 
0 Nil No attempt to do the task at all. 
 









- One paragraph of required length and form. 
- At least one of the techniques used appropriately in order to leave the reader 
agreeing, disagreeing, or at least thinking about the thesis. 
- The main points in the thesis statement summarized without using the same 
words. 
- Ideas well organized; no new ideas other than the ones exploited in the 
introduction. 
- Connectedness (through repetition, rephrasing or referencing) maintained 
throughout the paragraph. Appropriate and varied use of connectors. 
- Appropriate in style (consistency in register). 
- Free from grammatical errors (one or two minor mistakes acceptable).  
- A good range of appropriate vocabulary. 
7-8 Good 
- One paragraph of good length (length a little more or less than required) and 
in the correct paragraph form. 
- At least one of the techniques used appropriately in order to leave the reader 
agreeing, disagreeing, or at least thinking about the thesis. 
- The main points in the thesis statement summarized without using the same 
words. 
- Almost all ideas relevant to the given topic; key word(s) / phrase(s) exploited 
in paragraph; all the ideas credible. 
- Ideas well organized; no new ideas other than the ones exploited in the 
introduction. 
- Connectedness (through repetition, rephrasing or referencing) maintained in 
most part. 
- One or two linking words may be missing or misused. 
- Mostly appropriate in style  (consistent in register with the exception of one 
or two instances). 
- Grammatical errors in about one fourth of the paragraph not affecting 
communication.  





- Much longer or a little shorter than required length. 
- Not written in paragraph form (i.e. each sentence written on a separate line) 
or more than one paragraph. 
- Techniques in order to leave the reader agreeing, disagreeing, or at least 
thinking about the thesis not used appropriately. 
- The summary of the thesis statement present but may not be appropriate. 
- Ideas not very well organized; new ideas other than the ones exploited in the 
introduction.  
- Connectedness (through repetition, rephrasing or referencing) not maintained 
in one third of the paragraph. 
- Some connectors missing or misused. 
- Mostly appropriate in style (consistent in register with the exception of one or 
two instances). 
- Grammatical errors in about half of the paragraph not affecting 
communication.  
- Limited range of vocabulary; mostly appropriate. 
3-4 Weak 
 Near to adequate level in general scope, but inadequate because of 
one or more of the following:  
a) numerous errors causing the reader to have problems in making out the 
message, 
b) too elementary an approach; obvious lack of basic writing skills, 
c) serious irrelevance to the given topic; i.e. does not answer the given topic 
but some other aspect of it, 




Lack of basic knowledge of English is obvious. 































ESSAY A  
DEATH MACHINES 
 
 Unfortunately, gun usage has become very common these days. It is a serious 
problem that 80% of families in Turkey have at least one gun at home waiting for 
use. Those death machines come to public’s attention as the disaster news in 
newspapers every day. Personal use of guns should be banned because they are used 
for hunting animals illegally, it is deadly and people kill themselves accidentally with 
guns. 
 
Gun selling should be banned and personal use of guns should be illegalized. 
It is outraging that there are many gun-stores in all cities. They are named “hunting 
stores.” Tragically, it is very easy to become a hunter in Turkey. Anyone can get a 
gun with a hunting license. What is the result? All kinds of animals shot down dead 
can be often seen both in the wild and in the middle of streets. Although hunting is 
believed to be a sport, when 80% of families possess their own guns for hunting, 
violence often occurs. 
 
Guns should be illegalized because of their inhuman use. It is believed that 
guns are used for defending oneself. However, they are often used for killing others 
in quarrels. Especially in rural areas, guns are tools to use during family arguments. 
Unfortunately, those fights end up with murder. No one has the right to kill others 
just because of an argument. And such a way of showing your feelings can never 
solve your problems. 
 
The sale of those death machines should be banned because innocent people 
get killed. Accidental killings compose a big percentage of all the crimes committed 
by guns. Killing innocent ones show the violence of guns. Worse than this, guns kill 
people on their happiest days. It is certain that only in Turkey, many crimes occur 
during weddings or after football matches almost every month. Then, it is thought 
that people kill people. Is there such a thing like killing someone during a wedding 
party? 
 
To summarize, guns for personal use should be banned because it is a way to 













STOP USING PERSONAL GUNS 
 
   Since guns were invented in the nineteenth century, people have been using 
them in wars, fights, or whenever they need them. Today, some people have guns 
and some people want to have them, but we must not forget that guns brought much 
unhappiness into the world. Although the supporters of owning guns for personal use 
believe that it is people, not guns that kill people, guns for personal use should be 
banned because guns can cause accidents and because they can make their owners 
aggressive.  
 
Governments should not encourage people to buy guns for personal use 
because guns may cause fatal accidents. Making a mistake when you are using a gun 
means killing or seriously injuring somebody. A survey, which was carried out by 
U.N. shows that 1500 people were injured or got killed in the U.S. because of gun 
accidents. Another survey which was conducted by Dr. John Chestrefield revealed 
that 25% of gun-owners died while cleaning their guns and that 25% of children died 
while they were playing with their fathers’ guns. In order to prevent these cases, 
people should not be encouraged to keep guns for personal use. 
 
Guns for personal use should be banned because guns make their owners 
aggressive. If a person has a gun, he may behave aggressively and sometimes cause 
unexpected violence. According to Dr. Robert Freeman, a professor at Michigan 
University, having a gun affects a person’s psychology in negative ways. Some 
studies show that 30% of people who were accidentally killed by guns died after 
football matches and 20% of them died in weddings because of celebrating them 
with guns. If we do not want to see such tragedies, we must not encourage guns for 
personal use. 
 
Despite strong evidence that guns cause fatal accidents and make owners 
aggressive, the opponents of this view claim that guns do not kill people and that it is 
people that cause the tragedies; therefore, guns for personal use should not be 
banned. This is unlikely to be true. Having a gun increases the possibility of killing 
or injuring. 
 
To conclude, guns have been used for a long time in human history, but it is 
not useful for living; it is useful for killing. A lot of people have been killed because 
of gun accidents. Guns affect people’s psychology and make people aggressive. If 














GUNS FOR PERSONAL USE SHOULD NOT BE BANNED 
 
In 1990, a dramatic crime was reported in the Southern part of the U.S. 
According to police reports, a criminal entered a house and killed all the members of 
the family in the house. During this incident, the family was not able to do anything 
against the criminals: they got killed because they did not have a gun while the 
criminal did. This incident alone is enough to illustrate the negative consequences of 
illegalizing guns for personal use. Guns for personal use should not be banned 
because they are necessary for self-defense, they are a must for hunting, and they are 
not dangerous in the right hands. 
 
Although the opponents would not agree, guns for personal use should not be 
banned because they are necessary for self-defense. If you are in danger, you need to 
defend yourself, and for this, you need something to help you: a gun. The words of 
Kelly Blackstone, a shop-owner, shows this clearly: “I live and work in a dangerous 
neighbourhood. I need to carry a gun in order to defend myself against criminals.” 
 
The second point which the opponents would not agree on is that guns for 
individual use should not be banned because they are a must and very useful for the 
sport of hunting. For example, if you do not  have a gun, you cannot shoot a bird. 
 
Finally, guns for personal use should not be banned because although some 
people think they are dangerous, they are not so in the right hands. Although a high 
percentage of the cases that are encountered these days are due to impatient and 
short-tempered individuals, who refuse to wait for the legal system to resolve court 
cases, they are not deadly in a conscientious person’s hands. 
 
To conclude, guns for individual use should not be banned because they are 
useful and necessary in many cases. Can you bear to hear another incident like the 
























A LIFE WITHOUT GUNS 
 
These days, there is an argument about guns. Should guns for personal use be 
banned or not? People have been using guns since the earliest times of history. In 
spite of this, there is no good about guns for humans. Guns must not be used for 
killing others or defending oneself. Accidental killing by guns is another factor for 
banning guns. 
 
The opponents of this position argue that “Guns do not kill people; people kill 
people.” However, there is something that must be remembered: people kill others 
using guns. If there were not any guns, there would not be any murders. 
 
The proponents of this position argue that guns must be used for defending 
oneself against criminals. Nevertheless, a lot of things can be done to protect one`s 
self without using guns. There are a lot of martial arts sports to use for self-defense 
when needed. Guns must not be used against criminals.  
 
There is another reason for banning guns. Those supporting personal gun use 
do not want to see the percentage of people accidentally killed by guns. 80% of the 
killings happened after football matches, 20% in weddings, 25% while cleaning 
guns. Also, there are kids that got killed while playing with their fathers’ guns. These 
children are very important for the future, and they are killed by being given guns to 
their hands. This reason alone must be enough to justify the ban on guns. 
 
In conclusion, there are a lot of reasons for banning guns for personal use. If 


























BANNING PERSONAL GUNS OR NOT? 
 
Guns are instruments used for several purposes such as self-defense or 
hunting. The legal use of guns is related to the governmental authorities in a country. 
Personal use of guns is the subject of a controversy about whether to ban personal 
guns or not. There are many reasons for banning guns. These reasons are the 
accidentally killed people by guns, impatience and short-temperedness of those 
people who use guns and their using them illegally. Some people reject these reasons 
and argue that people kill each other and that guns are needed to protect one’s rights 
and to be used against criminals. 
 
Some people say that guns do not kill people; on the contrary, people kill 
each other. Yet, many people were killed accidentally. The criminals did not mean to 
kill them, but they did so accidentally. A study reveals that 80% of the accidental 
murders happened after a football match, 25% while children playing with their 
fathers’guns, 25% while users cleaning their guns, and 20% during weddings. For 
this reason, guns for personal use should be banned. 
 
Other people claim that they need guns to protect their rights. Although we 
live in countries that are ruled by laws, people often use their personal guns. These 
users are usually impatient and short-tempered and often do not want to wait for the 
legal system to resolve court cases. Thus, it is obvious that personal guns must be 
prohibited. 
 
A group of people like Kelly Blackstone, who owns a shop in a dangerous 
neighbourhood, believe that personal guns are necessary for self-defense. They think 
that the existence of criminals is a good reason for legalizing guns. On the other 
hand, guns are used for evil purposes too. For example, guns are used in crimes to 
kill people, to steal cars or to break into houses or rob banks. During these robberies 
or burglaries, many innocent people are killed. So, guns are used for crimes rather 
than against crimes. Therefore, guns must not be used for personal use, but they 
should be used only under the authority of laws. 
 
To summarize, guns for personal use should be banned. There are many 
factors that support this argument. These factors are the high percentage of the killed 
people due to accidents, impatient and aggressive people, and the illegal use of these 
guns. If you believe in the benefit of the whole society, you need to accept the fact 











ESSAY F  
SHOULD WE BAN GUNS OR MAKE USE OF THEM? 
 
The recent arguments about the ban for personal use of guns became an 
important problem. The ban is not the solution for our problem. We must not ban 
personal use. First, it is a guarantee to defend ourselves, because everyone may not 
be able to defend himself. Another part, guns do not behave themselves, people use 
them. The need for guns cannot be abolished by banning them. As the crime 
decreases, guns will be out of our lives. 
 
The belief that if people have guns, they will use them whenever they want is 
the result of narrow thinking. Guns are tools to defend ourselves. Now that we have 
passed through the nineteenth century, people do not throw stones to each other any 
more. They use powerful weapons like guns. This is the reality of our time. How can 
you defend yourself against a gang that is attacking you in your house? Will you 
fight for death? Will you be still alive when the police arrive? 
 
If we ban guns, then the stronger a person is, the more power he will have. 
People with huge bodies will be the authority. Think of two persons who are 180 cm. 
and 205 cm. tall. Do you think that they are equal to each other in an assault? 
Imagine that the taller is the attacker. Will the shorter person easily defend himself? 
He will have no chance. Maybe he can wait for the police to arrive while the taller 
one kills him. At least we must have a gun in our houses to defend our family and 
ourselves. 
 
“Guns do not kill people, people kill people.” This quotation gives an answer 
to those who say guns are dangerous for people. We must make people not to offend 
each other before banning guns. The problem is vandals among us. Guns are for 
defending, not offending. 
 
The last reason is that the ban is not necessary. As we learn not to offend each 
other and act like a civilized human, the crimes will be less. As the number of crimes 
decreases, the number of guns will decrease automatically. First of all, we must teach 
people to be friendly. As our humanity evolves, guns will be out of our lives. 
 
To sum up, we must not ban guns because it is a guarantee and a need in our 
time, because guns do not kill us; we kill each other, and because as our humanity 















SAMPLE OF REVİSİON OF THE ESSAYS 
 
 Original Excerpt from Essay D:  
These days there is an argument about guns. Should guns for personal use 
banned or not? People use guns since the earliest time of history. In spite of these, 
there is not any good about guns to humans. Guns must not be used for killing others 
or defending. Accidentally killing by guns is another factor for banning guns. 
 
Revised Version of the Excerpt from Essay D: 
 
 These days, there is an argument about guns. Should guns for personal use be 
banned or not? People have been using guns since the earliest times of history. In 
spite of this, there is no good about guns for humans. Guns must not be used for 


































BEST: ESSAY E, WORST: ESSAY D 
 
- So, what makes Essay E the most coherent for you? 
- First of all, when you look at the introduction it starts with, well, my main point 
was whether the ideas are connected, like when you look at the introduction “guns 
are used for several purposes such as”, then reasons are related to “the government”, 
OK. then “personal use of guns”, so “government” becomes personal. I mean moves 
from general to specific. So, well, says “there are many reasons”, then continues 
“these reasons” goes smoothly.” Some people reject these reasons” again is 
connected to the previous one. Student gives others’ opinions, counter-arguments 
and then in the body paragraphs, “Some people say that..” the ideas of the opposing 
sides and then he comes up with his own points and the supports are very good. 
Mainly the point was although there may be some grammar mistakes this and that 
when you read the essay as a whole, the ideas are connected. Of course, it has to do 
with using connectors such as “however,” “although” this and that, but mainly it is 
not really the use of connectors used but rather the ideas that are following one 
another are connected. And the same with the conclusion too. He explains his 
reasons very clearly with examples. For example, in the third paragraph, “a group of 
people like” bla bla ..he puts it in the right place as an example although to some 
people it may seem oddly placed. Because you know it looks like the topic sentence 
and you wouldn’t have the example in the topic but the way student words it is no 
problem. I mean moves from a general word to specific example with “...people like” 
I mean, just like in his previous paragraphs, he writes the relevant counter argument. 
When it comes to the last paragraph where he sums up the whole thing he says “guns 
for personal use should be banned” once again he emphasizes his own point clearly 
and very briefly summarizes the reasons. And the sentence “If you believe in the 
benefits of the society..” once again very strongly emphasizes his own point.  
- Any other points about essay E? 
- Well, in terms of coherence, I don’t think so. 
- Let’s then look at Essay F, the worst one. 
- Ok, when I look at F, first of all there is no connectedness btw ideas because when 
we look at the first paragraph, which is supposed to be the introduction. Ok. the first 
sentence “the recent arguments about the ban for personal use of guns became an 
important problem”. I said OK, no problem, “The ban is not the solution to our 
problem” all of a sudden. “We must not ban personal use. First,” first of what.? so 
the student starts talking about the reasons but without informing the reader that he 
would be talking about the reasons why guns should not be banned. Therefore, when 
you know when you start reading you say alright, the student will talk about the fact 
that the ban is not the solution but why? So I was expecting the student to tell me 
why and he starts talking about why immediately without preparing the reader for 
that. And then in the following  paragraph ok, so in the first paragraph, he talks about 
“it is a guarantee to defend ourselves”. “Another part, guns do not behave 
themselves, people use them.” “The need  for guns cannot be abolished by banning 
them” he is repeating the same thing. “As the crime decreases guns would be out of 
our lives” you know “the need for guns cannot be abolished”, alright, but the next 
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sentence does not really support what he says. I mean yes, it does support 
meaningwise but it is not actually explicitly connected. The reader has to make the 
connection. And in the next paragraph, “the belief that if people have guns ..is the 
result of narrow thinking”. Aha I say, as a reader, he is talking about the first reason, 
guns are “a guarantee to defend ourselves”. However, he talks about “defend” in the 
second paragraph too. So once again he is going back to the issue that he has already 
discussed. So, he is wasting my time by forcing me to think what is the distinction 
between these two paragraphs that really does not exist. This disrupts the coherence 
and tires me. Well, back to the first paragraph, there is not enough logical 
explanations here. I mean, not adequate  support is provided for the main idea. “Now 
that we have gone through the 19th century..any more” Ok. “..this is the reality” why 
is it the reality? “they use powerful weapons like guns” why? You know if he wants 
to emphasize that ok maybe he wanted to talk about that nations getting bigger, 
competition among nations wars etc..in that case, i would have accepted the idea of 
powerful weapons. But why do I need to use powerful weapons is not stated. And 
then all of a sudden, from powerful weapons we come to gangs..how can you defend 
yourself against a gang attacking you? I thought we were talking about an important 
worldwide issue powerful weapons like bombs I guess then all of a sudden, should 
we ban guns? So how weapons are related to guns, I am not sure. The next 
paragraph, if we ban guns, the person with a gun will have more power” why? Again 
the reasons..mainly as a reader I don’t know what I am going to read about. Well, 
looking at introduction I expect to read reasons. Std goes along in prg2,3,4, he tries 
to talk about reasons yes but when we come to 4. paragraph for example, he starts 
with a quotation and this qoutation is more like his support for his reason. However, 
std is using it as his main reason in the prg. Only when we come to the last 
paragraph, he says “the last reason is that” we understand he was trying to talk about 
reasons. Ok, and when you look at the conclusion part, “we must not ban guns” 
because it is a guarantee........our lives” Ok, these are the points apparently his main 
reasons but it is just that they are not clearly stated in the previous paragraphs. And 
the ideas look as if he has made the list of all the ideas that has come to his mind 
rather than you know putting them together and grouping them. Like in the first two 
body paragraphs, the main ideas are the same because of poor grouping. Yeah, that’s 
all. 
- Thanks a lot for your contribution. 
- You are welcome.  
 
SALLY 
BEST: ESSAY E, WORST: ESSAY D 
 
- What I looked for first was the thesis statement. Here there are two sentences: 
“there are many reasons..these reasons..” and the sentence after these two sentences 
are irrelevant actually because it kind of takes away you know the coherence. But the 
rest of the essay is very coherent, because in the body paragraphs the topic sentences 
really directly relates back to the thesis statement and the body  paragraphs are really 
well-supported: they are not loaded with extra, unnnecesary information. For 
example, the explanations are so good in the body paragraphs. I don’t think I have 
anything else to say here. 
- You said irrelevant for this sentence. Can you explain what you mean by irrelevant? 
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- The writer’s argument is the main point. So the counter-argument must be before 
the there are many reasons sentence. Its place disrupts the flow. And this order is not 
in line with the topic sentences either. This disrupts coherence. 
- And what do you mean by well-supported? 
- Well, because logical explanations are provided for the main ideas in the body. I 
mean, sentences are logically related. Counter-arguments and then writer’s 
refutation, factual information and wraps up by giving his argument in the last 
sentence. Nothing unrelated. The overall organization is also very good. All ideas in 
the introduction are developed in the body and all the body paragraphs follow the 
same line of reasoning: counter-argument, refutation and writer’s opinion. 
- OK so how about the worst one? 
- In this one, there is no thesis. A teacher could read and figure out the main point, 
but an outsider, a reader couldn’t understand what to expect in the following 
paragraphs but I don’t think a reader could follow it. So even if the information is 
there, the way the writer words it doesn’t make it clear to the reader. Because what 
you do in a coherent writing is to signal to the reader what is coming next. That’s 
part of being a good writer, I think. Next, there is little information given in the first 
and second body paragraphs. Third paragraph is ok.. but not enough examples or 
logical explanations in the first and second paragraphs show that they are not 
supported well. Again the reader has to figure out why writer believes in what he 
believes. Also within the paragraphs, the sentences logically follow, which is part of 
coherence as far as I know, but that ‘s not the only part of coherence. There is the 
larger structure. 
- So coherent to a certain extent? 
- I think so yes i think so. 
- So you mean to say that the overall organization is more important than connection 
between sentences? 
- Yes, definitely overall organization has priority over all the other criteria because if 
a student is awake enough and aware enough to really organize the whole essay first, 
they will be awake enough to logically organize connection between sentences. I 
mean I think they would be able to do it more easily. I mean for me, as far as being a 
writer, I can tell. When I have to write something, first I decide on the structure i 
want then it is easy for me to write the rest of the essay. I don’t know if everyone 
feels the same. 
- Anything else you want to point out? 
- No, that’s all. 
   
TUĞÇE 
BEST: ESSAY E, WORST: ESSAY D 
 
- What was your reason for choosing Essay E as the most coherent? 
- Well, I chose essay E as the most coherent because well it reads more academic and 
objective to me. There are two reasons why I believe it is more academically 
developed and supported than the others: 1) the writer starts with the counter-
arguments and then gives her own argument in each paragraph as well as in the 
introduction. Of course in the introduction there is not a proper, traditional thesis 
statement that tells the writer’s main argument and her reasons in a single sentence. 
But this is not a big problem for me. My criterion for coherence is not whether there 
is a proper thesis statement. I look at whether it reads smooth and with the counter 
arguments in the beginning, I can read the argument more fluently. This provides 
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good transition between ideas. Why? because counter-argument gives the reason, a 
problem there has to be for you to start writing. 2) the writer makes use of the prompt 
apparently because she uses quotations and statistical data as support, but the 
important point is that she does not assume that I am familiar with the prompt. 
Anyone who reads this text for the first time without knowing the prompt and task 
can understand her argument. For example, “A study reveals that...” followed by the 
statistical data informs the reader about where the source comes from. This is very 
academic.  
- Well, you said that starting with the counter-argument makes the text more 
academic. What do you mean by this? 
- Well, I know from my own graduate studies that our students will be asked to first 
state their purpose for writing and it is often the counter-argument that you do not 
agree with that makes you write. This is why. It shows interaction with the reader 
who may believe in that counter-argument or who is not familiar with either 
argument at all, and this informs the reader. This is academic and makes the essay 
coherent for me. 
Also, well, maybe my not caring about the thesis statement is not very objective 
because this is an important criterion at our school. But I think I am subjective when 
assessing students’ paper. For example, I tend to give lower marks to students who 
argue for an idea that I do not agree with.  
- Can you give an example from these essays? 
- Yes, Essay C, for example, argues for legalizing personal use of guns. I decided 
that it is a worse essay than essay B because of his position. Nobody can convince 
me that legalizing guns is acceptable no matter how well they argue for it. I become 
more careful while assessing such a paper and question every single support 
suspiciously. Look at my remarks here in Essay C: it is full of questions like “why”? 
“why not?” To be honest, I was not so nitpicking with Essay B, for example. So my 
subjective approach also affects my understanding of coherence as well. I think most 
teachers are like me. Therefore, standardization is essential in an institution like ours. 
Rubrics can specify what content to expect or what support is valid for a specific task 
as well, maybe then teachers can be more standardized.  
- So, you mean, how well one supports his argument also contributes to coherence? 
- Yes, of course. For example, look at essay D: I have chosen it as the worst. My 
reason is that it is too short and provides not enough support. Well, there is statistical 
data in the third body paragraph but the two first body prgs are poorly supported. The 
length of the introduction is not proportional to the body paragraphs: they are much 
shorter.  
- Are there any other criteria for coherence that you use? 
- Yes, but not as important as the overall organization of ideas and the support 
provided. Because if these exist, I can make my own inferences for making the text 
coherent. One criterion is use of vocabulary and repetition of the key words. Like 
here, “accident”, “killing”. 
- Any other points you want to make? 
- No, I think that’s all.    
 
NESLİHAN 
BEST: ESSAY A, WORST: ESSAY E 
 
- I read this holistically and it flowed without interruptions from the beginning till the 
end. And I say, the techniques that the writer has used must be examined to explain 
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why it reads so fluently. A very good introduction paragraph: it moves from general 
to specific. And there is a very strong thesis statement, i mean it is very clear with its 
subtopics. In the paragraph level, the topic sentences are open to development and 
there are supporting ideas. And although the conclusion consists of just one sentence, 
it is to the point. It is short but in this kind of essay, a longer conclusion would have 
been superficial. Therefore, the balance of the essay is good. In fact, even visually 
the essay looks proportional. The brevity of the conclusion does not disturb either: if 
it had been longer, it would have only tired the reader. 
- Can you tell what you mean by moving from general to specific in the introduction? 
- Let us look..For example, the student starts the introduction with gun usage as 
becoming common in Turkey and then in the second sentence provides the 
percentage of the people who keep personal guns at home in Turkey. Well, now let’s 
look at essay E...Now, when we look at essay E, what we call a “closed thesis” is 
apparent. “There are many reasons” In the middle of the sentence, the writer presents 
the reasons in a different sentence. And then mentions the counter-argument. 
Therefore, when we look at the introduction, we don’t know which stance the writer 
will take. Is he going to develop “the reasons for banning guns” or is going to take 
side with the counter-arguments? This is a bit confusing: it leaves the interpretation 
of which side to take up to the reader. I cannot start the body paragraphs knowing 
what side the writer takes. In the body paragraphs, alright, the writer uses statistical 
data to support his points but there is unnecessary wordiness in his topic sentences. A 
sentence like “some people say that guns do not kill people; on the contrary, people 
kill each other.” Does not prepare me for what to expect in the rest of the paragraph. 
Therefore, I have to lend extra energy and 100% attention 
While reading the next sentence “Yet,...” I wait to see what he is going to say. Well, 
no, he does not say his personal opinion in the following sentences, either. I have 
read a paragraph of 6 sentences and still could not come to a conclusion about what 
he is trying to say. This is the same in the other body paragraphs too. In the 3rd body 
paragraph, he started with the Blackstone example, but still I cannot understand 
whether he agrees with this idea. As a result, I am exhausted trying to figure out what 
the writer means to say. In the conclusion, he finally said “guns for personal use 
should be banned,” yes, but now I have to go back to the previous paragraphs and 
examine them to see whether he really could support this argument. This situation 
exhausts and annoys me as a reader. It makes me think, “Am I stupid, have I grown 
too old?” Therefore, I don’t like it, I don’t find it coherent. 
- Any other points you want to make about coherence of this essay? 
- Yes, in the conclusion, he says “there are many factors” as if he is going to present 
new factors. He does not refer to what he has previously said. As I am just saying, he 
has given his argument, come to the gist, but then, abruptly, he makes such a 
sentence, it sounds as if he is going to say something new. With this sentence, he 
turned me back to check if he is saying something new. He had already forced me to 
go back to read the whole essay with the first sentence of the conclusion paragraph, 
now I have to go back again. He is tiring me. 
- Would you call this an “expression problem”? 
- Yes, of course, the student has a problem of expressing himself. Maybe he does not 
know how to refer back. He does not know how to express himself, so writes like 
this. 
- You had said that there is problem with the use of the counter-arguments. Can you 
expand on this? 
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- The use of the counter-arguments is wrong here. It disrupts the flow. It is possible 
to present the counter-argument first and then move to your own opinion, but not in 
the way this student does. This student’s main problem is with the control over 
language. Otherwise, stylistically, it is possible to start with the counter-argument. 
 
BEHIYE 
BEST: ESSAY B, WORST: ESSAY E 
 
- What was your reason for considering Essay E as the least coherent? 
- Because first of all the title. The title does not give me any idea about whether the 
writer is for or against personal use of guns. And well, he does not have a proper 
thesis statement. He has got four sentences like he says there are many reasons for 
banning guns these reasons are he gives the reasons and then he states the counter-
argument: some people reject this and bla bla bla..and gives the counter-argument. 
And these sentences have no controlling idea and they don’t give me any idea about 
whether he is for or against it. So the introduction and the title are very insufficient. 
The rest of the essay is OK. but well, in the last sentence of the body paragraph I 
learn that he is against personal use of guns: suprising me. Let me check my 
notes..well, the flow of the essay is disrupted by the lack of an appropriate thesis 
statement. There is no controlling idea as I said before and there not any topic 
sentences. So, of course these, lack of thesis statement and topic sentences severely 
butchers the essay. This means no coherence. There is a lit bit of coherence, though, 
if you look at it very carefully. He starts with reasons for banning guns, he states 
accidentally killed people. This is what he says and first in the introduction and in the 
first paragraph he talks about accidents. In the introduction, the second reason he 
gives is the short-temperedness of some people and he mentions that in the second 
paragraph. And in the third body paragraph, he goes on to present the counter-
argument that is also OK because in the introduction he had gone on with the 
counter-argument after stating his reasons, that is OK. 
- Does it break coherence? 
- It does not break coherence but it makes it difficult for reader to know what to 
expect in the rest of the text: does not make life easier for the reader. I had to read it 
twice to be able to find the coherence in the essay. Otherwise , well, that’s all. 
- So, can we have a look at the best essay now? 
- All right, first of all, it is logically arranged. There is a very good thesis statement, 
it has the controlling ideas and also the specific parts. So, he is against..first of all the 
title says “stop using guns”, so I know he is against personal use of guns. In his thesis 
statement he says “although the supporters of owning guns believe that..” and he 
starts with the counter-argument and then he goes on with the topic guns for personal 
use”, “should be banned” with controlling idea, and then he gives his reasons:  
“because 1) they cause accidents, 2) makes his owners aggressive. And he chooses to 
start with the reasons and the first one is causing accidents and he uses a very nice 
topic sentence and says “government should not encourage the use of guns”. He 
again mentions the topic and the controlling idea because guns may cause accidents. 
And then he uses the major and minor supports are relevant. Repeats some key words 
like “injured” and “accidents”..children died while playing with their father’s guns. 
Key words are used. And in the 2. paragraph. Again a very good topic sentence guns 
for personal use again the topic is there, “should be banned” the controlling idea işs 
there and reasons “because makes users aggressive..” here. Again the major and 
minor points are relevant. And the third body paragraph is about the counter-
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argument again well he could have made this first body paragraph: would make the 
essay more coherent because in the thesis statement he started with the counter-
argument. Maybe it could have been better if he started with the counter-argument 
and then give his reasons in the following paragraphs. That’s my only objection. 
Otherwise, very good. The conclusion is the restatement of the thesis statement and 
there is a little summary in it. That’s it. 
- Ok, any other comments you would like to make? 
- The first thing I did was to look for the key words from the thesis statement like 
accident, aggressive: because these are some words that should be repeated, 
paraphrased whatever..and the use of relevant connectors. That’s also important. For 
example, if he is writing a comparison-contrast essay, he should be able to use 
comparison connectors like “similarly” to make the essay flow 
- Did you have any problems with transitions? 
- Let me look. Well, I first look at the thesis statement and topic sentences, not 
connectors 
- So, connectors are secondary? 
- I think so, yes they are secondary to the thesis statement and topic sentences. 
- OK. so how would you describe a coherent essay? 
- It should be reader–friendly because I am a reader. In Essay E, for example, I had 
to work a lot to figure out what his reasons are. But of course there is some 
coherence but not in a reader-friendly way 
 
TANJU 
BEST: ESSAY B, WORST: ESSAY E 
 
- What I understand of coherence is that the sentences are comprehensible within 
themselves and that the series of sentences make sense as a whole, that is the 
organization is included as a criterion as well. The student in essay E has not got very 
intelligible English. I guess he wrote by thinking in Turkish, and that’s why the 
sentences are not very comprehensible.  
- Can you give an example? 
- In the introduction, the third sentence reads “personal use of guns is the subject of a 
controversy.” I mean, instead of beginning with a structure like “it is” or “there are,” 
he seems to start thinking in Turkish. This is what I felt in many parts of the essay. 
His expression is not good enough. This is one reason for coherence breakdown. The 
second reason is the wrong placement of the thesis statement. I mean he wrote it as 
the second sentence from the end of the introduction, starting with the sentence 
“these reasons..”. Then he placed the refutation. It should have been the last 
sentence. I mean, his organization skills are not very good. That’s why it is difficult 
to read. For example, you have to read the whole essay by going back to the thesis 
statement. He supports the major points presented in the introduction in the body 
paragraphs, but does not directly introduce them. For example, in the first body 
paragraphs, we understand that he is talking about the first major point later in the 
paragraph. This means that you have to go back and check all the time. It is only 
because I had read the other essays and thus become familiar with the subject matter 
that I can understand what he is talking about. Therefore, there is no fluency: one has 
to go back to check meaning all the time.      
- Well, what can you say about the introduction and the conclusion? 
- There is no fluency there either. There is no connection between sentences. I mean 
for somebody who is going to read about this topic for the first time, the essay would 
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be very difficult to follow. I can understand because I have read many other essays 
on the same topic. This is why its coherence is not good. 
- You said there is no connection between sentences. Can you give an example? 
-  In the 2. body paragraph., student writes “people need guns to protect their rights” 
and this is not related to “impatience and short-temperedness”, the topic given in the 
thesis statement.  And then he jumps to the topic of “law” and mentions the topic of 
“impatience and short-temperedness” only after this sentence. So, there is no 
coherence. They are separate sentences that must not be in the same paragraph.  
- All right, let us look at the best essay now. 
- B’s English is much better. The sentences make sense both within themselves and 
in connection with one another. There is certain logical order followed. There are 
topic sentences and the rest of the sentences in the body paragraphs support them. 
So, both expression and basic organization skills determine how coherent a text is.  
- Can we give an example for what you mean by support? 
For example, he says “accidents” as the topic and gives examples about accidents. 
There is not a single sentence that does not support this topic. Refutation is done later 
in a separate paragraph. I mean the text has not been complicated by incorporating 
refutation into each body paragraph. But there are some mistakes of course. For 
example, here his topic is “makes the owners aggressive” but the example is about 
“people killed by accidents” The relationship between the two has not been 
established. We understand it because we know the topic. People use guns because 
they become aggressive and then cause accidents. But I think anyone who reads this 
could figure out this relation, so there is not a serious coherence breakdown here. 
Yet, the main ideas of the first and the second body paragraphs seem to overlap. This 
causes lack of coherence. 
Can you expand on what you mean by this overlap? 
- I mean there is the topic of “accidental killings” in both, but the main ideas are 
written as if they are different. The main ideas could have been expressed better, I 

























SAMPLE COHERENCE CHECKLIST 
 
Below is a suggested checklist for coherence in student essays. It compiles the 
information gathered from the literature review as well as from the interviews. The 
program planners and teachers in a language institution could determine features of 
coherence that they feel should be focused on, define each of them and then specify 
points to be given to each criterion. 
 
- Explicitness of purpose, audience, and context of the situation ( as 
directed through the writing prompt) (Johns, 1989). 
 
- Logically non-overlapping major supporting ideas (Interviews with Seren 
& Tanju, 2003).  
 
- A discernable overall structure: Decisions should be made regarding 
whether to conceptualize the overall structure in terms of five-paragraph-
theme (Nunnaly, 1991) or problem-solution pattern (Hoey, 1993) 
 
- Nominalization to thematize and to evaluate (Martin, 1997):  Decisions 
should be made concerning whether to expect an explicit or implicit thesis 
statement or topic sentences, or what constitutes acceptable thesis 
statement and topic sentences (e.g., is the writer’s claim expected to be 
repeated in each topic sentence, or can a topic sentence consist of a 
counter-argument?) 
 
- Justification of evaluative language such as adjectives (Vande Kopple, 
1997).  
 
- Topicalization (Nunan, 1999) to guide the reader in understanding the 
focus of each sentence. 
 
- A topical development of the text in accordance with the rules of the 
topical structure analysis so as to ensure a balanced development within 
body paragraphs (Connor & Farmer, 1990). 
 
- Given and new information (Vande Kopple, 1997) communicated through 
pragmatically appropriate grammatical structures. 
 
- Connectivity of the text evidenced by the presence and appropriate use of 




   
 
 
 
